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ANGOLA

TH UR SD AY , JA N U A RY  29 , 1976

United States Senate,
Subcommittee on African Affairs, 

or the Committee on F oreign Relations,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant  to notice, at 10:35 a.m.. in room 
4221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Dick Clark [chairman 
of the subcommittee] presiding.

Pre sen t: Senators Clark, Biden, Pell, McGovern, Case, Jav its,  and 
Percy.

Senator Clark. The subcommittee will come to order.

OPENING  STATEMENT OF SENATOR CLARK

Mr. Secretary, we appreciate your willingness to come today to ex
plain publicly the United States’ involvement in the civil war in 
Angola. Many of us have long believed tha t the U nited States should 
not make a serious commitment of its resources and prestige to this 
conflict wi thout a full, public debate. Your appearance today is a nec
essary first step  in form ulating an Angola policy which all Americans 
can understand and Congress can hopefully support.

During the course of these hearings, the committee will examine 
the administration’s policy of providing  military assistance to factions 
in the Angola civil war. On February 3, we will discuss with a rep re
sentative of the Departmen t of Defense the strateg ic importance of 
Angola and will hear testimony of nongovernmental experts on the 
impact of this conflict on U.S.-Soviet relations. On February  4, we 
will hear the testimony of Americans familiar  with Angola and the 
situa tion there. On Feb ruary 6, the Assistant Secretary of State for 
Afri can Affairs will t esti fy on the impact of Angola on our relations 
with the remainder of Africa, and later th rough  the year we will be 
holding hearings on other areas of Afri ca and other  problems of 
Africa .

Both Houses having now overwhelmingly voted to prohibit the 
use of military appropriation s for continued CIA  [Cent ral Intell i
gence Agency] act ivity in  Angola i t would be a serious mistake for the 
admin istrat ion to continue assistance to the factions without  fur the r 
congressional approval. Any future  approval will depend on the 
answers to certain fundam ental questions about the administra tion’s 
Angola policy we hope to address ourselves to here today.

Probably the most important  question is what is at stake for the 
United States in Angola. There is reason to question whether  the 
Soviet Union will gain a permanent foothold in Angola if  the faction 

(1)



2

it  backs wins. Afr ican nations  have demonstrated time and again tha t 
they are independent, nationalistic, and nonalined. This has been true 
even of those nations which have most reason to be grateful  to one of 
the superpowers. Ju st recently, Mozambique denied the Soviet Union 
base privileges and publicly accused it  of push ing too hard, in spite 
•of generous Soviet assistance in Mozambique’s liberation struggle over 
the  last decade. The MPLA [Popula r Movement for the Liberation 
of Angola] has repeatedly asserted its commitment to nonalinement, 
and Angola is a country wealthy enough to m ainta in its  independence 
of outside donors. A fter 500 years of colonial rule and more than a 
decade of liberation struggle, it is unlikely that  a new government in 
Angola will give up its  hard-fought freedom to become a Soviet satel
lite. Undoubtedly, the influence on Angola of o ther A frican  states ex
periencing the same process of economic and political development 
will be much stronger than  the influence o f either the United  States 
or the Soviet Union.

There are no significant strategic interes ts of either the United  
States or the Soviet Union a t s take in Angola. Admin istration repre
sentatives have repeatedly—and I believe accurately—assured us th at 
the United States is not in Angola to  protect either strategic, military, 
or economic interests. Nor has any case been made for this being an 
ideological conflict since Communist China  and Communist Russia 
again find themselves on opposing sides.

It  is most frequently argued tha t what is at stake for the United  
States  in Angola is our  credibility. The President has stated that if 
the United States  does not respond to  Soviet and Cuban intervention 
in Angola “we will send a message of irresolution not only to the 
leaders of African nations, but to U.S. allies and friends  th roughout 
the world.”

This assumption tha t a victory by the Soviet-backed faction would 
prove tha t the United States does not have the will to defend the 
world against Soviet aggression must be seriously examined, and 
I am sure we will do t hat  here today. Angola has "not trad ition ally  
relied on the United States for protection. In fact, while our newly 
found “friends in Angola” were fighting for the ir independence 
agains t Portuguese  colonialism, the United States  chose to ignore 
thei r struggle and continue economic and military assistance to Por tu
gal. We must certainly ask whether it is wise policy to react to Soviet 
actions anyplace in the world, whether it involves our strategic or 
economic inte rests or not. If  we follow th is policy, it  means th at we 
must react even i f the Soviets are themselves making a mistake—in 
short, it means tha t we are, indeed, the policeman of the world and 
tha t our policy is not an independent one, but rather a reactive one, 
determined by our adversary. In  mv judgment, the United States 
would be a more credible ally  i f we defined our own interests and did 
not become bogged down in conflicts of little real importance to us.

The assumption th at the Uni ted States is merely reacting to a Soviet 
initia tive in Angola is itsel f at least open to question. According to 
reports , the 40 Committee authorized $300,000 in assistance to the 
FNLA [National Liberation Fro nt of Angola] in Janua ry 1975. This 
is a small amount, bu t it  is difficult to be sure tha t the  Soviets so per
ceived it  before thei r more significant escalation in March. President 
Mobutu, the recipient of  substantial U.S. economic and mil itary  assist-
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ance in rec ent  years  ha d been aidi ng  the FN LA  mu ch ea rl ie r an d 
might  well hav e been increasin g h is ass ista nce  in an tic ipat ion of  in de
pendence as well. I  conclude tl ia t tryin g t o de termi ne  who did wh at 
firs t in su pp or t of  l iberat ion movem ents in Ang ola is at  l eas t as diffi
cu lt as answ eri ng  which  came fir st,  the chicken or  th e egg.

Ano ther  essent ial quest ion  th at th is com mittee  and Congress mu st 
tr y  to answer before  au th or iz in g any fu rther  ass ista nce  fo r An ge la  
is w ha t i t w ill accompl ish.

Th e Sovie t Un ion  ha s al re ad y prov ide d $200 mi llio n in ass ista nce  
an d th e Cubans have sent 11,000 tro ops. T he  Russi ans have 400 advis ers , 
these by ou r own e stim ates. I t  is  un likely  th a t th ese  levels o f assistance  
can  be “bala nced” by an othe r $9 mi llio n in the defense ap pr op riat ion 
or  th e $28 m illi on m ore  w hich has been reques ted , o r even an oth er  $50 
millio n or  $100 mil lion . Ho w can more do lla rs  of fset tro op s an d tec h
nical advis ers ? Th e Pr es id en t has said we wi ll no t send troops, ad 
visers, or  me rcenar ies . Do  we reall y impro ve ou r c redibi lit y to  es cal at
ing the confl ict fu rther  only to  back off la te r?  T hope the  Se cretary  
wil l te ll us tod ay  how the  money blocked by  th e p assage  o f the  Tunney 
am end ment— $9 m illi on—would have been  used to successful ly offset  
the R ussia n and Cu ban forces.

W e mu st also examin e wha t th is  c ommitment is costing  us  in ter ms  
of  o ur  r ela tio ns  w ith  t h e  rest of  Afri ca . Our  id en tif ica tion wi th So uth 
Afr ic a’s in ter vent ion  in  Ang ola will no t he lp ou r rel ati on s with  the  
black Afr ican  s tates,  w hic h re ga rd  r ac ial  domina tion in  South  A fr ica 
as the most serious  pro ble m on th ei r continent.  So uth A fr ic a’s in te r
ven tion  in the An go la conflic t is reg arde d as an effo rt to assu re th at  
the governm ent which  comes to  pow er does no t cha llenge South  
A fr ic a’s il leg al occupat ion  of  N amibia or  i ts  i nterna l ap ar th eid pr ac 
tices. The Un ite d St ates  can no t a fford to  be associated  w ith  thi s e ffo rt 
to pre serve m inor ity  ru le in  S ou th  Afri ca .

Th e int erv en tio n of  bo th  the  Un ite d St ates  and the Sov iet Un ion 
in An go la i s bound to  be view ed in the  rest of  A fr ica as superpo we rs 
seekin g to explo it a civ il war  in Afr ica fo r th ei r own advanta ge . 
Pr es id en t Kau nd a stat ed  at  the  OA U [O rg an izat ion fo r Afr ican  
Uni ty ] session  last mo nth , “W hi lst  these  superp ow ers  a re trum pe tin g 
the end  of  the cold  war  er a in th ei r bi la te ra l rel ati ons, they  are  at  
the  same tim e sow ing  th e seeds of  discor d in Afr ic a. ” Th e heavy - 
ha nd ed  m ethods  o f the  So viet Un ion  in An gola—the use o f t he ir  m ili 
ta ry  migh t—w ill, in my jud gm en t, have its  own rew ard,  just  as it ha s 
th ro ug ho ut  Afr ica,  in co un try  af te r coun try , an d so will ours if  we 
sim ply  follow them.

One final po int . I  do hope  t ha t no one  wil l in te rp re t ou r opposit ion  
to  s hipp in g m il itar y equip me nt to  A ngola  as an  e vidence of  iso lat ion 
ism. Qu ite  th e co nt ra ry . We  believe  tha t much of  o ur  pa st pro blem in  
Afr ica has been th e iso lat ionis t policies  whi ch th is  and pre vio us ad 
minist ra tio ns  hav e followe d. Ha d we eve r sho wn any in terest in 
south ern  Afr ica be for e, th is m ili ta ry  act ion  m ight  have seemed 
more cred ible . Th e fact  is th at  ou r only serious  in ter es t in  Afr ica 
has been by ext ens ion  of  the  cold war. Th e An go lan  in ter vent ion  is, 
pe rhaps, only th e bes t example. Afr ic a deserves  a policy.

Mr. Secre tar y, the se questions are  be ing  rai sed no t only by  th is  
committ ee, bu t b y the overw helming m ajor ity  in both Houses of  Con
gre ss who hav e voted  ag ains t fu rt her U.S. m ili ta ry  ass ista nce  to
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Angola. Frankly , we question how successful a foreign policy can 
be that  has neithe r congressional nor public support.  We welcome 
the opportuni ty to examine them with you and to begin the long- 
overdue public discussion of  the administration’s Angola policy. We 
have been involved in the Angolan civil war for a year. You are the 
first public witness to testify before the Congress, certain ly before 
the Senate, on our  policy there. I thin k we would a ll agree with the 
goals the administra tion has expressed : an end to foreign intervention 
in Angola and an African solution to the conflict. Wh at we are 
questioning is whether increased milita ry assistance will, in fact, 
fur the r these goals.

Mr. Secretary , is i t credible for  you to  contend outside interference 
in Angola and Afr ica, while chastising the Congress for not allowing 
you to interfere  as an outsider ?

Senator Percy.

OPEN ING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PERCY

Senator  P ercy. Mr. Chairman, I would first like to simply say that 
Senator Pearson, who is the rank ing minority  member on this sub
committee, intended to be here but has been unavoidably detained 
in arriving  at the Capitol this morning.

I th ink  there  is no question, Mr. Secretary,  about the anxiety of the 
American people to hear what you have to say on this issue. It  has 
been a long time since we have had a hearing with as many people 
tryi ng to get in as this morning, and it is little wonder because we have 
had such a contradictory set of statements  t ha t have appeared  in the 
press as to what America’s involvement actually  is, what the cost of 
involvement has been. We have had the administration deny that we 
are taking any direc t role, and, yet,  we have advertisements appear ing 
in the Washing ton papers, asking for private organizations to get 
mercenaries and volunteers from the United States to go down to 
Angola.

The question is, how deep are we getting involved, officially or 
unofficially ? This comes at  a part icula rly important time, Mr. Secre
tary.  I would like to say to you that I have not seen in a long time a 
deeper desire on the pa rt of the Senate and members of this  com
mittee to reach an accord with the administration  on foreign policy. 
I do not thin k we have ever been closer on anything. We have not 
had the big fight about withdrawing troops in NATO [North Atlantic  
Trea ty Organization]. We certain ly have come together on the issue 
of executive agreements and treaties,  and what was accomplished in 
Spain, I  think, was an outstanding example of the cooperation between 
the executive branch and the legislat ive one. I hope we will overwhelm
ingly approve th is treaty aft er we have heard all of the facts involved 
in it. Certainly , in SALT [strategic arms limitations talks]  and 
mili tary  assistance in  the Middle East , we are working very closely 
together.

Once again, the country is saying, is this another Vietnam? IIow 
deep are we getting? What are we getting  involved in? Are we being 
sucked into the quicksand in Afri ca in a civil war? Thus, we look 
forw ard to your testimony thi s morn ing because of the desire we have 
to get the facts and share them with the American people, and then



see if we cannot carve out a common policy based on unde rstanding  
of the same facts.

Senator Clark. Senator Biden.

O PE N IN G  REM ARKS OF  SE NA TO R BID EN

Senator Biden. I have no formal opening statement, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to associate myself with your remarks and emphasize 
three points. I  have not had a chance to read  the Secretary’s full state
ment. which we have before us, but I  am very concerned as to whether 
or not we are, in fac t, being involved in a conflict which we cannot win. 
One of the things I am curious about is even if, in fact, we adhere to 
the administ ration’s request, whether or not there is any possibili ty 
under any circumstances to, in fact, be successful. I questioned af ter  a 
number of so-called secret briefings by the Department and the CIA  
as to what our objectives are, what were they, what are they now. They 
have changed every time—well, not every time, but  on three occasions. 
They have changed from what  I  was told our ul timate  objective was in 
Angola. In closing, I did have a chance to read the first page of the 
Secre tary’s opening statement, and with regard to no foreshadowing 
of any opposition to the princip le of involvement, I think  the Secre
tary will have an opportun ity at a la ter time to check on that. He will 
find that  both Senator  Clark and I , I  believe, way back as fa r as April , 
if I am not mistaken— —

Senator  Clark. July.
Senator Biden [continuing]. July, expressed an opposition on the 

record, but th at is nit-picking, I  guess. This  is not a newly found issue. 
I am anxious to hear, too, the Secretary with regard  to all of the issues 
raised by the chairman, but part icularly  with regard to what  our 
objective is there. Even if we agree with the Secretary th at we should 
be involved, what -would be the ult imate victory for our foreign policy 
objective in Angola?  Even if we agree, which I  happen, at this point, 
not. to, but I am prepared to be persuaded by the Secretary.

Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman.
Senator Clark. Sena tor Case.

O PE N IN G  REM ARKS OF  N O N M EM BERS OF  AFRIC A N  AFF AIR S 
SUBCOM M IT TEE

Senator  Case. Th ank  you, Mr. Chairman. Since I  am not a member 
of the  subcommittee, I am here inform ally as an observer. I appreciate 
your invitation  to attend this committee meeting. I look forw ard 
great ly to hearing the Secretary’s statement.

Senator Clark. Sena tor Pell.
Senator  Pell. I, too, am not a member of this subcommittee. Th ank  

you for vour  hosp itali ty in inviting me to be here and to afford me the 
opportuni ty to hear  the Secretary. I  will have a few questions, perhaps, 
later.

Senator Clark. Thank you. Mr. McGovern.
Senator McGovern. Mr. Chairman, I am not a member of the sub

committee, but I want  to commend you on these hearings and also for 
inviting some of the  res t of us to sit in and observe. I  appreciate tha t.

Senator Clark. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, you may proceed in any 
way you deem appropriate.
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STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. KISSING ER, SECRETARY OF STATE,
ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT J. McCLOSKEY, ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF
STATE, AND WILLIAM  E. SCHAUFELE, JR. , ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY FOR AFRICAN AFF AIR S, DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Secretary Kissinger. Mr. Chairman, I have a fair ly lengthy state
ment here. I will delete some paragraphs as I go through it , bu t I  will 
stand by the  entire statement, except to the one clause which Senator  
Biden called my attention to, which I tried  to delete this morning 
before he called my atten tion to it, bu t it had already been distribu ted. 
No; I thin k it is a fair  point, and I think the chairman’s artic le this 
morning  brought home to me th at tha t part icular clause is. perhaps, 
more appropria tely deleted from my formal statement, and I would 
like to request the press to do that.

I welcome this opportunity to explain the global significance of what 
is now happening in Angola, the events that have brought us to th is 
point,  the U.S. objectives and the major consequences which can result.

U.S.S.R. INTERN AL INTER VENTION  IN  AFRICA

The Soviet Union’s massive and unprecedented intervention in the 
internal affairs of Africa—with nearly $200 million of arms, and its 
mil itary technicians and advisers, with 11,000 Cuban combat troops, 
and with substantial sea and air lif t and naval cover in adjacent 
waters—is a matter of urgen t concern.

Not only are the inte rests of the  countries directly  affected at stake, 
but also the interests of all nations in preserving global stabi lity— 
which is the precondition for all else mankind aspires to accomplish.

BUILDING NEW  INTERNATIO NAL ORDER

In recent years the United States  has sought to help build a new 
internatio nal order less tied to the trad ition al patterns of power 
balances. I t was the United States  which took the initiat ive in seeking 
to resolve the most dangerous problems of  our time by negotiation and 
cooperation rather than  by force of arms. It  was we who insisted on 
the his torical  necessity that  this period required a more stable relation
ship between the two nations possessing the capacity to destroy c ivili
zation. We have sought—and with some successes—to build more con
struct ive relations with the U.S.S.R. across a broad range : to contain 
strategic arms, to institu tional ize cooperation in economic, scientific, 
and cultural fields, to reduce tensions in areas where our vital interests 
impinge on one another. We have done so in the face of some consider
able domestic criticism because we have been convinced tha t the classi
cal pat tern of accumulat ing marg inal advantages must be overcome 
and mankind must build more constructive patte rns if catastrophe is 
to be avoided. No one has been more dedicated than the President and 
I  to working for these princip les.

But our efforts have been founded upon one fundamental rea lity : 
Peace requires a sense of security  which depends upon some form 
of equilibrium. Tha t equilibrium is impossible unless the United 
States remains both strong and determined to use its  strength when
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required. This is our historic responsibili ty, for no other nation has 
the capacity to act  in this way. While constantly seeking opportunities  
for conciliation, we need to demonstrate  to potential adversaries tha t 
cooperation is the only rationa l alternat ive. Any other course will en
courage the trends it seeks to accommodate; a challenge not met today 
will tempt far  more dangerous crises tomorrow.

If  a continent such as Africa , only recently freed from external 
oppression, can be made the arena for grea t power ambitions, if im
mense quantities of arms can affect far-off events, if large expedi
tionary forces can be transported  at will to dominate virtually help 
less peoples—then all we have hoped for in building a more stable 
and rational internat ional order is in  jeopardy.

U. S.  POLICY IX  ANGOLA

The. his tory of the postwar period should give us pause. Mil itary  
aggression, direct or indirect,  has frequently been successfully dealt  
with, but never in the absence of a local balance of forces. U.S. policy 
in Angola has sought to help friends achieve this balance. Angola  
represents the first time since the aftermath of World Wa r I I  tha t 
the Soviet Union has moved mil itari ly at long distances to  impose a 
regime of its choice. It  is the first time tha t the United States  has 
failed to respond to Soviet mili tary  moves outside thei r immediate 
orbit. And it is the first time t ha t Congress has halted the  Executive’s 
action while it was in the process of meeting this  kind of threat .

Thus, to  claim tha t Angola is not an important country or th at the 
United  States has no important interests  there  begs what is for us the 
principal question. The objectives which the United States  has sought 
in Angola have not been aimed at defending, or acquiring, intrin sic 
interests in th at country . We are no t opposing any p articular faction, 
and I might add that  we did move to establish immediate relations 
with FRELIMO [Fron t for the Libera tion of Mozambique] in Mo
zambique—the chairman  visited there in fact even though its purposes 
were not par ticu larly  friendly to the United States and even though it 
has received some outside support  from the Soviet Union and the Peo
ples’ Republic of China, because we considered it an essentially in
digenous movement. We could develop constructive relations with any 
Angolan Government. We have never been involved mili tarily in 
Angola. We are not so involved now. We emphatica lly do not seek to 
be militarily involved in the future.

Our objective is clear and simple: to he lp those African countries 
and those groups with in Angola th at would resist  external aggression 
by providing them with needed financial support.  Those who we seek 
to assist share our hopes for negotiated solution and for African self- 
determination. They played a la rger role tha n the MPLA in s triv ing 
toward  Angolan independence.

Our deepest concern is for global stability. If  the United States is 
seen to emasculate its elf in the face of massive, unprecedented Soviet 
and Cuban intervention, what will be the perception of leaders around 
the world as they make decisions concerning thei r future security?

Will they feel they  can proceed to develop thei r nations  in an inter 
national  climate which fosters cooperation and self-determination? 
How will they adjust their conduct in the context of such events?
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. And what conclusion will an unopposed superpower draw when the 
next opportunity for  intervention beckons ?

America’s modest direct strategic and economic interests in Angola 
are not the central issue. The question is whether America mainta ins 
the resolve to act responsibly as a great power.

Let there be no mistake about it—the culpr its in the tragedy that 
is now unfolding in Angola are the Soviet Union and its client state, 
Cuba. But I must note with some sadness tha t the Executive has been 
deprived of indispensable flexibility in formulating a foreign policy 
which we believe to be in  our national interest. The crucial tru th  is 
tha t a stable re lationsh ip with the Soviet Union based on mutual  re
str ain t will be achieved only if Soviet lack o f res traint carries the risk 
of counteraction. The consequences may well be far -reaching and sub
stan tially more painful than  the course we have recommended. When 
one grea t power at tempts to obtain special positions of influence based 
on milit ary interventions, the o ther power is sooner or later  bound to 
act to offset this advantage in some other place or  manner. This will 
inevitably lead to a chain of action and reaction typical  of o ther his
toric  eras in which great  powers maneuvered for advantage, only to 
find themselves sooner or la ter embroiled in a major crisis, and often 
in open conflict.

It  is precisely this  pattern tha t must be broken—and tha t we want 
to break—if a lasting easing of tensions is to  be achieved. And if it 
is not broken now, we will face harder choices and higher costs later. 
In  Angola we have consistently advocated a government represen t
ing all three factions. We have never opposed partic ipation by the 
Soviet-backed Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola, the 
MPLA. "What we do oppose is the massive Soviet and Cuban inte r
vention and thei r expressed aim of denying the other two groups any 
part in governing the country. Our overr iding goal has been to assure 
that  Africans shape their own destiny and tha t trad ition al colonialism 
not be replaced by a more modem version.

Since October we have consistently offered to stop all milit ary sup
plies on our side, provided all o ther countries would do the same thing, 
and have made repeated proposals for  an end of all foreign mili tary  
intervention.

COURSE OF EVENTS IN  ANGOLA

Let  me briefly recount the course of events tha t has led us to this 
point, and I  recognize that, in going over the events of the year or 
more, it  is extremely difficult to give an absolutely unbiased account, 
and it will always be. possible to find this or  tha t indiv idual whose per
spective might be different. This is how it looks, how it looked from 
where I  sat.

In  1961, the United States declared its support for self-determina
tion in P ortuga l’s African ter ritories. A t the time, the National Fro nt 
for the Liberation  of Angola, FNL A, was a leading force in the 
struggle  fo r Angolan independence. Looking to the  futu re, we sought 
to develop a relationship with the FNLA  through provid ing it some 
financial, nonmilit ary assistance. The U.S.S.R. had already established 
links with the Popular  Movement for the Liberation of Angola, 
MPLA, th rough  the Portuguese Communist Party . The MPL A began 
milit ary action against the Portuguese in the mid-1960’s. The Nationa l
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Union for the Tota l Independence of Angola, UNITA , an offshoot of 
the FNLA, also began to fight in the late 1960’s. Although these various 
uncoordinated insurgency efforts caused considerable difficulties for 
Portugal, they posed no serious m ilitary threat  to the dominance of 
Portuguese  military forces in Angola.

However, the overthrow of the Portuguese Government in Apr il
1974, and the growing strength of the Portuguese Communist Pa rty  
apparently convinced Moscow that a revolutionary situat ion was de
veloping in Angola. The Soviet Union began to exploit this situa tion  
in the fall of 1974 thro ugh the shipment  of arms and equipment  to 
the MPLA. The United States at the same time received requests for  
support from other Angolan elements but  turned  them down.

The prospect of an independent Angola was clouded by the intense 
rival ry of the FNL A, MPLA and U NITA. Concerned about the three  
factions’ failure to end their  bitter quarrel , leaders of other  Afr ican 
countries prevai led upon them to come together with Portugal and 
seek agreement. T his  effort led to the Alvor Accord of Jan uary 1975. 
Under  its terms a t ransi tiona l coalition government  was to be estab
lished and charged  with preparing for a peaceful turnover of power 
by integrat ing the military forces of the three movements, wri ting  
a constitution and organizing an election to take place before inde
pendence, scheduled for November 11, 1975.

This was the moment, when Portugal was trying to organize a 
peaceful trans ition  to independence, for  the exercise of res train t by all 
outside parties, and this is why the United States did not suppor t 
UNITA and had only the most modest support for FNLA. But the 
U.S.S.R. and Portuguese Communists decided to put  the MPLA in 
power in Angola throu gh stepped-up shipments of arms. With  this 
kind of encouragement, the MPLA had little incentive to fulfill the  
terms of the Alvor Accord which would have prevented it from dom
inating any futu re coalition government.

It  is no coincidence th at major  violence broke out in March 1975, 
when large shipments of Soviet arms began to arrive—thousands 
of infantry  weapons, machineguns, bazookas and rockets. On March 
23, the first of repeated military  clashes between the MPLA and FN LA 
occurred. They increased in frequency in Apri l, May and June , when 
deliveries of Communist arms and equipment, including morta rs and 
armored vehicles, escalated by air and sea. I n May. the MPLA forced 
the FNLA out of the areas north and east of Luanda  and, in Jun e, 
took effective control of Cabinda. On Ju ly 9, all-out civil war began 
when the MPL A attacked the FNL A and UNITA , driving both 
organizations out of Luanda, thereby  ending the short-lived coalition 
government. By mid-July the milit ary situat ion radica lly favored  
the MPLA.

As the mili tary  position of the FNL A and UNITA  deteriorated , 
the governments of Zaire and Zambia grew more and more concerned 
about the implications for their own security. Those two countries 
turned to the United States for assistance in preventing the Soviet 
Union and Cuba from imposing a solution in Angola, becoming a dom
inant influence in south-central Africa, and threa tenin g the stab ility  
of the area, and I want  to stress that until  this  point, no mil itar y 
assistance of any k ind was given by the United States  to any factio n 
in the Angolan problem.
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Ill August, intelligence reports indicated the presence of Soviet 
and Cuban m ilitary advisers, tr ainers and troops, including the first 
Cuban combat troops. If  statements by Cuban leaders are to be be
lieved, a large Cuban milita ry tra ining program began in Angola in 
June , and Cuban advisers were th ere before then.  By September, the 
MPLA offensive had forced U NITA  out of several major cen tral and 
southern Angolan  cities.

In  ear ly September, the poorly equipped UN ITA  forces tu rned  in 
desperation to South Africa for assistance against th e M PLA, which 
was overrunning UN ITA ’s ethnic areas in the south. South Africa 
responded by sending in  m ilitary equipment, and some milita ry per
sonnel—without  consultation with the United States.

The UN ITA  forces launched a successful counteroffensive which 
swept the MPLA out of the southern and most of the central part of 
Angola.

In October massive increases in Soviet and Cuban military assistance 
began to arrive. More Cuban troops were ferried to Angola. Cuba 
inaugurated its own air lif t of troops in  late  October. And the MPLA 
declared itsel f the Government of Angola, in violation of the Alvor 
Accord.

In the hope of halting a dangerously escalating situa tion, the  United 
States—using the leverage provided by our financial support which 
had s tarted  in August—undertook a wide range of  diplomatic activity 
pointing toward a summit of the Organization for African Unity  
scheduled for Janu ary  1976.

Sta rtin g in October we made several overtures to the Soviet Union, 
expressing our  concern over the scale and purpose of their intervention.

We offered to use our influence to bring  about the cessation of 
foreign mili tary  assistance and to encourage an African solution if 
they would do the same. Th eir responses were evasive but not totally 
negative.

We began to voice our concerns and  our  limited objectives publicly. 
Beginning with a speech in Detroit on November 24 w’e pointed out 
tha t cont inuation of an interventionist policy by the Soviet Union must 
inevitably threaten our other relationships, and tha t our sole objective 
was an African resolution of an African problem.

I briefed the NATO foreign ministers  and obtained significant 
understanding and support.

Throughout  this period the U.S. principles  for a solution to the 
Angolan tragedy were unambiguous and straightforward. Angola is 
an African problem and should be left, to Africans to solve; foreign 
milit ary involvement only escalates and prolongs the warfare there 
and should be ended; OAU efforts to promote a ceasefire should be 
supported ; the United States pursues no unilateral interests in An
gola and is exclusively concerned with seeing the people of that 
country  live in peace and independence; Angola should be insulated 
from grea t power conflict.

Our diplomacy was effective so long as we maintained the leverage 
of a possible military balance. Af rican de termination  to oppose Soviet 
and Cuban intervention was becoming more and more evident. On 
December 9, President Ford made a formal proposal to the Soviet 
Government through their ambassador, proposing  the end of  a ll for
eign mili tary intervention and of the  shipment of all foreign milita ry 
equipment.
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It  appeared as if the Soviet Union  had begun to take stock. The 
air lif t was in terrupted from December 9 u ntil December 24.

By mid-December, we were hopeful tha t the  OAU would provide a 
framework for eliminating the interference of outside powers by call
ing for an end to their intervent ion.

And we made clear in advance to a ll pa rties concerned including the 
Soviet Union and al l Afr ican states th at we would immediately accept 
such a solution.

At tha t point, the  impact of our domestic debate overwhelmed the 
possibilities of diplomacy. After the Senate vote to block fu rther aid 
to Angola, the Cubans more than  doubled the ir forces and Soviet 
milit ary aid was resumed on an even larger scale.

As the scope of Soviet-Cuban intervention increased drast ically , the 
cooperativeness of Soviet diplomacy declined.

The weight of Soviet aid and advisers and the massive Soviet ex
peditionary force began to tip the scales of battle in December. By 
this point most of the effective fighting for the MP LA was being done 
by the  Cubans. It  was clear tha t the U.S.S.R., Cuba, and the MPLA 
hoped to achieve a decisive milita ry victory on the eve of the Organ iza
tion of African Un ity ’s extraordinary summit conference in Addis 
Ababa, a few weeks ago.

Yet, notw ithstanding their reverses, the FN LA /UNITA  forces still 
controlled about 70 percent of the te rritory  and 70 percent of the popu
lation of Angola at the  time of the conference.

At  the summit, 22 members of the OAU advocated recognition of 
the MPLA  and comdemnation of South Africa.

But, they were opposed, in an unusual demonstrat ion of solidar ity, 
by 22 other members who held out for a more balanced resolution 
tha t would include the  following points: (1) an immediate cease-fire: 
(2) condemnation of South Africa and immediate withdrawal of 
South African forces; (3) withdrawal  of all other foreign forces; 
(4) an end to the supply of arms to all factions; and (5) reconciliation 
of all factions with the aim of establishing a government of national 
unity.

The Un ited States  regarded th is program as reasonable and respon
sive to the facts of the situation. We were prepared to accept i t then 
and we are prepared  to accept it now.

But the Soviet Union and Cuba urged MPL A supporters to re fuse 
to accept this solution.

This, then, is a b rief history of the significance of Angola and the 
record to  date. In  elaborating fur the r the  U.S. position, I  want to re
spond directly to some of the issues raised in the current debate.

U.S. RESPONSE TO UNPRECEDENTED SOVIET POWER APPLICATION

Our principa l objective has been to respond to  an unprecedented ap 
plication  of Soviet power achieved in large pa rt throu gh the expedi
tionary force of a client state.

During 1975 the Soviet Union is estimated to have contributed near
ly $200 million worth  of mili tary  assistance to Angola. This equals 
the entire amount of all military aid from all sources to sub-Saha ran 
Africa in 1974.

A total  of at least 46 flights of Soviet heavy and medium m ilitary  
transports have ferried Soviet milita ry equipment from the U.S.S.R.
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to Luanda and Congo-Brazzaville, while a steady stream of Soviet 
and Cuban aircra ft has continued to bring  Cuban troops across the 
Atlantic. Soviet naval involvements, clearly related to the Angolan 
event, have continued in West Afr ican waters for several weeks.

The implications of Cuba’s unprecedented and massive interven
tion cannot be ignored. It  is a geopolitical event of considerable  sig
nificance. F or the first time, Cuba has sent an expeditionary force to 
another na tion on another continent.

About 11,000 Cuban military personnel have been sent to Angola. 
If  allowed to proceed unchecked, th is blatant power play cannot but 
carry  with it far-reaching implications—including the impact it will 
have on the attitudes and futu re conduct of the nations of th is hemi
sphere.

Indeed, friend and foe alike cannot fail to contrast the sending of a 
large Cuban expeditionary force w ith our appa rent  inabil ity to pro
vide even indirec t financial assistance.

We have been asked why we do not respond with other pressures 
on the Soviet Union.

The first answer is t hat  many of the links the administration has 
tried  to forge, such as t rade  and credit, which would have provided 
incentives for rest rain t and levers for penalties have been precluded 
by earlier congressional actions.

' But above all, economic measures take too much time to affect a fast- 
moving situation like Angola. Any longer term impact would be of 
little use to those immediately threatened.

Still, we have made clear that a continuation of actions like those 
in Angola must threaten the entire web of Soviet-U.S. relations. In 
this sense both the negotiations and the overall relationship are in 
long-term jeopardy unless re straint is exercised. But there is no sub
stitu te for a local balance; indirect pressures  can succeed only if rap id 
local victories are foreclosed.

The questions, then, come down to th is : Do we really want the world 
to conclude tha t i f the Soviet Union chooses to intervene in a massive 
way, and if Cuban or other troops are used as an expeditionary force, 
the United States will not be able to muster the unity or resolve to 
provide even financial assistance ? Can those faced with such a threat 
without hope of assistance from us be expected to resist ? Do we want 
our potential adversaries to conclude tha t in the  event of future chal
lenges America’s internal divisions are likely to deprive us of eveu 
minimal leverage over developments of global significance ?

HELPING BLACK AFRICAN FRIENDS OPPOSE SOVIET, CUBAN INTERVENTION

Our second objective is to  help our friends  in black Afr ica who op
pose Soviet and Cuban intervention.

Only in recent years  has Africa become free of great power riv alr y; 
it must no t once again become an arena in which the ambitions of ou t
side powers are pursued.

We are told tha t we need not concern ourselves because in the final 
analysis and a t some indefinite time in the future, African  nationalism 
will reassert itself and drive out foreign influence.

Even if this were proven true, it still ignores the  fact tha t govern
ments under pressure will be forced to  yield whenever a th rea t devel
ops. Those who are threatened cannot afford to wait for history.

They must decide whether to resis t or to adjust. Advice  which coun-
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pels confidence in the verdict of h istory  is a mockery to  those who are  
concerned for the fate of their country today. History rarely helps 
those who do not help themselves.

Some charge that  we have acted in collusion with South Africa. 
Tha t is not true. We had no foreknowledge of South Africa’s inten
tions, and in no way cooperated with it militar ily.

Nor do we view South African intervention more benevolently  
than  we do the  intervention of other  outside  powers. Indeed we have 
formally proposed tha t the removal of outside forces begin with those 
of South Africa and have asked—in vain—for an indica tion of how 
soon thereafter Soviet  and Cuban forces would be withdrawn.

W e are firmly convinced tha t, had there been no outside interference 
initia ted by the Soviet Union, the Africans would have found their  
own solution. No single movement would have been strong enough to 
take over.

The resul ting solution would have been more representative of the 
people of Angola t han  a government imposed by an outside power and 
representing only a minority faction.

M E A N S CII O SEN  TO OBTA IN  PO LI CY OBJ EC TI VE S

The means we have chosen have been limited and explained to 
Congress.

Our immediate objective was to provide leverage for diplom atic 
efforts to bring  about what we consider a just and peaceful solution. 
They were not conceived un ilaterally by the United States; they rep
resented su ppor t to friends who requested our financial assistance.

We chose covert means because we wanted to keep our visib ility to a 
minimum. We wanted the greatest  possible opportunity for an Afr i
can solution. We felt  tha t overt assistance would elaborate a formal  
doctrine just ifying great power intervention—aside from the technical 
issues such as in what budgetary category this  aid should be given and 
how it could be reconciled with legislative restrictions agains t the 
tran sfer  of U.S. arms by recipients.

EXEC UTI VE- LEG IS LA TIV E CO NSU LT ATI ON

We chose a covert form of response, and indeed we chose to act only 
with the greate st reluctance. But, in doing so, we were determined to 
adhere to the highest standard of executive-legislative consultation.  
Eig ht congressional committees were briefed on 24 separate occasions.

We sought in these briefings to determine the wishes of the Congress. 
While we do not claim that  every member approved our actions, we 
had no indication  of  basic opposition.

And I want to emphasize tha t this is open, obviously, to different 
interpretations. But th is was our read ing of the situation.

Altogether, more tha n two dozen Senators, about 150 Congressmen, 
and over 100 staff members of both Houses were informed. I  am attach
ing to my statement a list of all the briefings carried out.

Mr. Chairman, where are we now? Many of the members of this 
committee have expressed the ir general support for  our policy of 
easing tensions with the Soviet Union.

We, in the executive branch, are grate ful for tha t support but this  
process cannot be divided into those segments which the Soviets 
will honor, and those which we allow them to ignore.

67- 05 5— 76------ 2
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Wha t the United  States does when confron ted with a blatant chal
lenge like Angola can be of great significance in shaping our future 
relations with the Soviet Union.

A demonstration of a lack of resolve could lead the Soviets to a great 
miscalculation, thereby plunging us in a majo r confrontation which 
neither of us wants.

The United States must make it clear tha t Angola sets no precedent ; 
this type  of action will not be tolerated elsewhere. This must be demon
strated by both the Executive and the Congress in our  national in terest  
and in the interest of world peace.

To the Soviet Union and Cuba, the administra tion says: We will 
continue to make our case to the American public. We will not  tolerate  
wanton disregard for the  interests of others and for the  cause of world 
peace.

To the American people, the administration  says that the time has 
come to put aside self-accusation and division. Our own coun try’s 
safety  and the progress of mankind depend crucially upon a united  
and determined America. Today, as th roughout  200 years, the world 
looks to us to stand up for what is right.

By virtue  of our strength and values we are leaders in the defense 
of freed om: Without us there  can be neither security nor progress.

To Congress the administration says: Whatever  our past  disagree
ments, let the Congress and the Executive now resolve to shape a co
operative relationship tha t will enable the  United  States  to play a 
responsible international role.

Both branches will have to do their share  in restoring the kind of 
nonpartisan suppo rt tha t has served our foreig n policy so well in the 
past.

On the issue of Angola, the administration is now considering overt 
financial aid and we will soon be consult ing with the Congress on this 
possibility.

But, whatever tha t decision, and whatever our past disagreement, 
let us work together on the issues with an appreciation of the larger 
interests  involved, and with a sense of  national responsibility.

A united America cannot be ignored by our adversaries: together 
we will preserve the independence of those who face the prospect of 
oppression. Together we can hearten the friends of liberty  and pro
mote peace everywhere.

[Secre tary Kissinger’s prepared statement follows:]
P repared Sta teme nt  of  H enry  A. K is si ng er , Secretary of State

Afr. Chairma n: I appear before you not to  score debating points in an abstra ct contest over Executive-Legislative prerogative. What faces us is a Congressional decision of potentially grave magnitude taken aft er  the Executive Branch had complied with  all legal requirements for the kind of operation involved in Angola and afte r eight Congressional committees had been briefed over twenty times without foreshadowing any opposition in principle. The issue is not “victory” of one branch over another. The issue is wha t constitutes a victory for  the national interest.
I welcome th is opportunity to explain the global significance of what is now happening in Angola, the events tha t have brought us to this point, the United States’ objectives and the major consequences which can result.
The Soviet Union’s massive and unprecedented intervention in the internal affairs of Africa—with nearly two hundred million dollars of arms, and its military  technicians and advisors, with 11,000 Cuban combat troops, and with
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sub stan tial  sea and  ai rl if t and naval cover in ad jac en t waters —is a m at te r of 
urg ent concern. Not only are  the int ere sts  of the  countrie s directly  affected at  
stake , but also the int ere sts  of all  nat ion s in pres erving global sta bil ity —which 
is the precondition for  all else man kind asp ires  to accomplish.

In recent yea rs the Unite d States has  soug ht to help build a new inter natio nal 
order less tied  to the tra dit ion al pa tte rns of power  balance s. I t was the  Uni ted 
Stat es which took the ini tia tive in seeking to resolve the  most dang erous prob
lems of our time by negot iation and  coop eratio n ra th er  tha n by force of arms. 
It  was we who saw th at  the his tor ica l necess ity of this  period requ ired  a more 
stable rela tion ship  between  the  two nat ion s th at  possess the capacity  to des troy  
civiliza tion. We hav e sought —and with some successes—to build more con
stru ctiv e relatio ns wit h the USSR across a broad  range : to contain str ate gic  
arms,  to ins titu tio nalize cooperation in economic, scientific  and cultu ral  fields, 
to reduce tens ions  in are as  where  our vita l int ere sts  impinge on one ano ther, 
and to avoid  des tabiliz ing  con fronta tion s in per iph era l are as of the  globe— 
such as Angola. The  clas sical pa tte rn  of accumu latin g marg inal adv ant age s mu st 
be overcome and man kind must build more  cons tructive pat ter ns if cat ast rop he  
is to be avoided.  No one has been more dedi cated tha n the Pre sid ent  and  I to 
worki ng for thes e princ iples.

But  our  effort s have been founded upon one fun dam ental re al it y: peace re
quir es a sense of sec urit y and secu rity  depends  upon some form of equlibrium 
between the gre at powers. And th at  equi librium is impossible unless  the  Uni ted 
Sta tes rema ins both stro ng and determ ined  to use its stre ngt h when requ ired. 
This is our  his tori c respo nsibi lity, for no oth er nat ion  has  the  cap aci ty to act  
in this  way. Whi le constan tly seeking opportu nities for concilia tion, we need 
to dem onst rate  to pot ent ial adv ers aries th at  coope ration  is the only rat ion al 
alte rna tive . Any o ther  c ourse will encourage the  tren ds it  seeks to accom modate; 
a challen ge not met  tod ay will tempt fa r more dangero us crises tomorrow’.

If a cont inen t such  as Africa, only recently  free d from ext ern al oppressio n, 
can l>e made the aren a for gre at pow'er ambit ions, if immense qua nti ties of arm s 
can affect far-off events, if large  exp edit iona ry forces can be tra nsp ort ed a t will 
to domi nate vir tua lly  helpless peoples—the n all  w’e have hoped fo r in  buildi ng 
a more stab le and  rat ion al int ern ational order is in jeopardy.

'Tlie effort of the  Soviet  Union and  Cuba to tak e un ila ter al adv ant age  of a 
turbulen t local sit ua tio n where they have  never had  any his tori c intere sts  is a 
willful, direct ass ult  upon the recent constructiv e tre nds  in U.S.-Soviet rela tions 
and our effor ts to improve rela tions with Cuba. It  is an att em pt to tak e ad van
tage of our  continu ing domestic division and self- torm ent. Those who have act ed  
so recklessly must be made to see th at  th ei r conduct is unacce ptable.

The hist ory  of the  post war  period should  give us pause . Mil itary aggressio n, 
direct or indirect, has  freq uen tly been successful ly de alt  with, but  never in the  
absence of a local balance of forces. U.S. policy in Angola has  soug ht to help  
frie nds  achiev e this  balance.  Angola represe nts the  f irst  tim e since the  a fte rm ath 
of  World Wa r II  th at  the  Soviets have  moved mi lita rily  at  long dist anc es to 
impose a regime  of their  choice. It  is the first  time  th at  the  U.S. has fail ed to 
respond to Soviet mi lita ry moves outs ide th ei r imm edia te orbit.  And it  is the  
first time th at  Congress has hal ted  the  Exe cuti ve’s actio n while  it  was  in the  
process of mee ting thi s k ind of th rea t.

Thus to claim th at  Angola is not  an im po rta nt coun try or th at the  United  
States has  no im po rta nt intere sts  the re begs the  prin cipal question . The  objec
tives which the  United Stat es has sou ght  in Angola have not  been aim ed a t 
defending, or acq uiri ng int rin sic  intere sts  in th at  coun try. We ar e not  opposing  
any pa rti cu lar fact ion.  We could develop constru ctiv e rela tion s with any An
golan government. We have never been involved mil itar ily  in Angola. We ar e 
not so involved now. We do not seek to be so inv olved in the  futu re.

Our objec tive is clea r and  sim ple : to help  those Afr ican  coun tries  and  tho se 
groups  with in Angola th at  would res ist ex ter nal  aggression  by provi ding them  
with  needed financ ial supp ort. Those who we seek to  ass ist  a re our  fr ie nd s; the y 
share our  hopes for  nego tiated  solu tions and  for  Afric an self -determinat ion.  
They played a lar ge r role tha n the  MPLA in stri vin g tow ard  Angolan 
independence.

But our deep er concer n is for global  stab ility . If  the United  Sta tes  is seen  
to emas cula te its elf  in the  face of massive, unprecede nted Soviet and  Cuban 
inter vent ion, wh at will be the perception  of lead ers aro und  the  w’orld as the y 
make decisions conc ernin g the ir fut ure  s ecu rity ?

Will they feel they  can proceed to develop th ei r nat ions in an int ern ati on al 
climate which fos ters cooperation  and  self -determ inat ion? How will  they ad ju st
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thei r conduct in the context of such events? And what conclusion will an unopposed superpower draw when the next opportunity for intervention beckons?America’s modest direct strategic and economic interests in Angola are not the central issue. The question is whether America stil l maintains the resolve to act responsibly as a great power—prepared to face a challenge when it arises, knowing tha t preventive action now may make unnecessary a more costly response later.
Let there be no mistake about it—the culprits  in the tragedy tha t is now unfolding in Angola are the Soviet Union and its  client state, Cuba.
But I must note with some sadness tha t by i ts actions, the Congress has deprived the President of indispensable flexibility in formulating a foreign policy which we believe to be in our national interes t. And Congress has ignored the crucial t ruth is  that a  stable relationship with the Soviet Union based on mutual restr aint  will be achieved only if Soviet lack of rest rain t carries  the risk of counteraction. The consequences may well be far-reaching and substantially more painful than  the course we have recommended. When one grea t power attempts to obtain special positions of influence based on military interventions, the other power is sooner or later bound to act to offset this advantage in some other place or manner. This will inevitably lead to a chain of action and reaction typical of other historic  eras in which great  powers maneuvered for advantage, only to find themselves sooner or later embroiled in a major crisis, and often in open conflict.
It  is precisely thi s patte rn tha t must be broken—and th at we wanted to break until stopped—if a lasting  easing of tensions is to be achieved. And if it is not broken now we will face harder choices and higher costs in the future.It  is in this context tha t we have framed our goals in Angola. Simply put, we wish to see :
A ceasefire, ending the tragic bloodshed in that country •
Withdrawal of outside forces ; Soviet, Cuban, and South Afric an;
Cessation of foreign military involvement; and
Negotiations among the Angolan factions.
We are prepared to accept any solution tha t emerges from African efforts. And we ar e ready to offer economic assistance to the people of Angola when a legitimate government is established there.
We have consistently advocated such a government representing all three factions in Angola. We have never opposed participa tion by the Soviet-backed Popular Movement for  the Liberation of Angola, the MPLA. What we do oppose is the massive Soviet and Cuban intervention and thei r expressed aim of denying the other tw'O groups any par t in governing the country. Our overrid ing goal has been to assure tha t Africans shape thei r own destiny and tha t tradit ional  colonialism not be replaced by a more modern version.
'For the U.S. to be found wanting as a credible friend, precisely at  a time when moderate African states have clearly and repeatedly expressed their  hope that America provide the necessary balance to the Soviet Union and Cuba, will have a major impact on those countries on the continent of Africa which resisted all pressures and stuck by their  position even afte r the Senate cut off ai d : on our allies in other par ts of the world who look to us for security; on other countries tha t seek ties with us primarily because they see us as the guardian of international equilibrium.

TH E RECORD OF EVE NTS  IN  ANGOLA

Let me briefly recount the course of events tha t has led us to this point.In 1901, the United States declared its support for self-determination in Portgual’s African territor ies. At the time, the National Front for the Liberation of Angola, FNLA, was a leading force in the struggle for Angolan independence. Looking to the future, we sought to develop a relationship with the FNLA through providing it some financial, non-military assistance. The USSR had already established links with the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola, MPLA, through the Portuguese Communist Party.  The MPLA began military action against the Portuguese in the mid-60’s. The National Union for the Total Independence of Angola. UNITA, an offshoot of the FNLA, also began to fight on a small scale in the late lfifiO’s. Although these var ious uncoordinated insurgency efforts caused considerable difficulties for Portugal, they posed no. serious military thre at to the dominance of Portuguese military forces in Angola.However, the overthrow of the Portuguese government in April 1974 and the growing strength of the Portuguese Communist party apparen tly convinced Mos-
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cow tha t a “revolutionary situa tion” was developing in Angola. The Soviet Union 
began to explo it thi s situat ion  in  the fall  of 1974 through shipments of some a rms 
and  equipment to the MPLA. The  United Sta tes  received requests for suppor t 
fmm  othe r Angolan elements at  th at  same  time, but  turn ed them down.

The prospect of an independent Angola was clouded by the inten se riv alr y of 
the FNLA. MPLA and  UNITA which had developed over the  years. Concerned 
about the three fac tions’ fai lure to end the ir bi tte r quarrel , lead ers of oth er 
African countries prev ailed upon them  to come toge ther  w ith Por tugal and seek 
agreem ent. This effo rt led to the Alvor Accord of Janu ary 1975. Under its  terms  
a transi tional coa lition government, was to be estab lished and chaTged wi th 
prepar ing  for a peaceful turn over of power  by integratin g the mi lita ry forces  
of the thre e movements, wri ting  a constitutio n and  organizing an election to 
tak e place  before independence, scheduled fo r November 11,1975.

This  was the  moment , when Portugal was  trying  to organize a peaceful  
tran sition to independence, for  the  exercise of restr aint  by all outs ide par ties . 
But  the USSR and Portuguese Communists  decided to put  the MPLA in power 
in Angola thro ugh  stepped-up  shipmen ts of arms . With  this kind of encourage
ment. the MI’LA had  lit tle  incentive  to fulfill  the terms of the Alvor Accord 
which would have prevented it from dom inating any fu ture  coali tion government.

It  is no coincidence th at  ma jor  violence broke out in March 1975 when large 
shipments of Soviet  arm s began to arr ive —thousan ds of inf an try  weapons, 
machine  guns, bazoo kas and  rockets . On March 23 th e first of r e la te d  mi litary  
clashes between the  MPLA and FNLA occurred. They increased in frequenc y in 
April, May a nd Jun e, when deliveries  of Communist arms and equipment, includ
ing mortar s and arm ored vehicles, esca lated by ai r and  sea. In May, the  MPLA 
forced the FNLA out  of the are as north  and eas t of Luanda and, in June , took 
effective control of Cabinda. On Jul y 8 all-out civil war  began when the  MI’LA 
att acked the  FNLA and  UNITA, driv ing both orga niza tions out of Luanda, 
thereby ending the short- lived  coalition-government. By mid-July the  mili tar y 
situ ation rad ically favored th e MPLA.

As the milita ry posi tion of the  FNLA and UNITA dete riorated , the  Govern
ments of Zaire and Zambia  grew more and more concerned about  th e im plication s 
for  the ir own secu rity . Those two countries turned  to the  US for  ass istance  in 
preventing the  Soviet  Union and  Cuba from imposing a solution in Angola, 
becoming a dom inant influence in south-central -Africa, and thr eat ening  the  
stabili ty of the a rea .

It was at th is point th at  Pre sident  Ford  decided to respond to reques ts for 
help and to provide mi litary  ass istance  to the  FNLA and UNITA forces throug h 
neighboring  Black African countr ies.

In August, inte lligence reports  ind icated the  presence of Soviet and  Cuban 
mil itary advisers,  tra iner s and troops, inclu ding the  first Cuban combat troops. 
If  s tate ments  by Cuban leaders are  to be believed, a large  Cuban mi lita ry tra ini ng  
program began in Angola in June,  and Cuban advisors  were  probably there before 
then. By September, the  MPLA offensive had forced UNITA out  of several ma jor  
cen tral  and southern  Angolan cities.  It  con trolled most of the coastline except for  
a str ip in the  f ar  north, much of th e south,  and a wide belt runn ing from Luand a 
to  the  Zaire b order in the  east.

In ear ly September  the poorly equipped UNITA forces turned  in desp erat ion 
to South Africa for assi stance aga ins t the  MPLA. which was  overrunning 
UNITA’s ethnic area s in the  South. South Africa responded by send ing in 
mi lita ry equipment , and  some mi litary  personnel—withou t consultation with 
the  United States.

The UNITA forces launched a successful counteroffensive  which swept the  
MPLA out  of the  sou thern and most of the cen tra l pa rt of Angola. In the north  
th e FNLA also made significant advances. By Indei)endence Day—November 
11—the MPLA cont rolled only the  form er colonial  cap ita l of Lua nda  and  a 
nar row  belt  across nor th-centr al Angola.

In October massive increases in Soviet and  Cuban mi lita ry ass ista nce  began 
to arrive.  More Cuban troops were fer ried to Angola. Cuba ina ugura ted  its  own 
ai rli ft of troops in la te  October. And the  MPLA declared  itse lf the  Government 
of Angola, in violation of the Alvor Accord.

In the  hope of ha ltin g a dangerously esca lating situatio n, the  Uni ted Sta tes — 
using the leverage  provided by our financial supp ort—undertook a wide ran ge of 
diplom atic act ivi ty pointing toward a summit of the  Organization  fo r Afr ican 
Unity  scheduled for  Jan ua ry  1976. Sta rting  in October we made s everal ove rtures  
to  the  Soviet Union, expressing our concern over the  scale  and  purpose of th ei r
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inte rvention. We offered to use our  influence to bring abou t the  cessa tion of for 
eign mi litary  ass istance  and  to encourage an African solut ion if they would do 
the  same. Their responses were  evas ive but  not tot ally negative.

We began to voice our  concerns and  our  limi ted objectives publicly. Begin
ning wi th a speech in De tro it on November  24 we pointed out  th at  cont inuation 
of an inte rventioni st policy mu st inevi tably  thr eaten  our other relat ionsh ips, 
and th at  our  sole objective was  an  Afri can  reso lution of an  Afr ican  problem. 
The  Admin istration unde rtook  a new serie s of Congressional consultat ions  on 
the ex ten t of our help to the  Angolan factions resi sting Soviet and  Cuban aggres
sion. I briefed the  NATO fore ign min iste rs and  obta ined  signif icant  under
standing  an d support. Our d iplomatic efforts with  foreign  governments, especially 
Afr ican  governments, culm inated with a mission by Ass istant Secreta ry Schau- 
fele  to five Afr ican  countrie s and the  dispatch  of let ters from President  Ford  
to 32 A frican heads of s tate , as well as the  Secre tary  G enera l of  th e OAU, s tat ing  
America’s policy.

Throughou t th is period the U.S. principle s fo r a solution to  th e Angolan t ragedy 
were  unambiguous and st rai gh tfo rward  :

Angola is an African problem and should be le ft to Africans  to solve :
Fore ign mi litary  involvement only esca lates and prolongs the  wa rfa re there 

and  should be ended;
OAU effo rts to promote a ceasefire should be su pport ed;
The United States pursues no un ila ter al inte res ts in Angola and is exclusive ly 

concerned with seeing the people of th at  country live in peace, independence and 
wel l-be ing; and

Angola  should be insu late d fro m grea t power  conflict.
Our diplomacy was effective  so long as  we maintained  the leverage  of a pos

sible mi litary  balance.  Afr ican  dete rminat ion  to oppose Soviet and Cuban inter 
vent ion was becoming more and more evident . On December 9, Pres iden t Ford 
made  a formal proposal to the  Soviet Government through thei r Ambassador. 
Indeed, it  appeared  as if the  Soviet Union had begun to tak e stock. They halte d 
thei r a irl ift  from December 9 unti l December 24.

By mid-December we were  hopeful th at  the OAU would provide a framework 
for  elim inat ing the  interfe rence of outside powers by calling for  an end to their 
inte rvention. At th at  point, the  imp act of our domestic debate overwhelmed the  
poss ibili ties of diplomacy. Af ter  the  Sena te vote to block any fu rth er  aid to 
Angola, the Cubans more than  doubled the ir forces and Soviet mi lita ry aid  was 
resum ed on an even larger scale. The scope of Soviet-Cuban interven tion  in
creased dras tic al ly ; the  cooperativ eness  of Soviet diplomacy declined.

The weight of Soviet aid and  advisors  and the massive Cuban expeditionary  
force l)egan to tip the  scales of ba ttle in December. By this point  most of the  
effective  f ighting fo r the MPLA was being done by Cubans. It  was  c lear  that  the 
USSR. Cuba and the  MPLA hoped to achieve a decisive mi lita ry victory on the 
eve of the  Organization of Afr ican  Uni ty’s extraord ina ry Summit Conference' 
in Addis Ababa a few weeks ago. Yet notwi thstanding their reverses, the  
FNL A/UNITA forces still  controlled about 70 percent of the  ter ritory and 70 
percen t of the  population of Angola at  the  time  of the  Conference. An OAU 
reconcili ation  commission, which had met earlier in 1975, took the position 
th at  none of the movements should  be recognized as the  Government of Angola. 
The  commission called  for a ceasefire and the  form ation of a government of 
nat ion al unity . Thus, those governments who recognized th e MPLA were  in viola
tion  of a decision of tlm OAU.

At the  January OAU Summit, 22 members of the  OAU advocated recognition 
of the  MPLA and condemnation of South Africa. Bu t they  were opposed, in  an 
unu sua l demonst ration of sol idarity , by 22 other members who held out for a 
more  balanced resolution, one that  •would include the fo llowing points  :

1. an immediate  cease f ir e:
2. condemnation of South  Afri ca and imme diate  withdrawal of all South 

Afr ican forces:
3. withdrawal of all foreign fo rc es :
4. an  end to  the  supply o f arm s to all fact ions : and
5. reconc iliation of all fac tions with  the  aim of establishing a government of 

na tional  uni ty.
The United States rega rded  thi s program as reasonable and responsive  to the 

fac ts of the  situation. Bu t the  Soviet Union and Cuba urged MPLA supporter s 
to refuse to accept this  solut ion. The Sum mit ended in impasse.
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T H E  U N IT ED  ST ATE S PO SIT IO N

This then is the  significance of Angola and  the  record to date.  In  elab ora ting  
fu rth er  the  U.S. positio n, I wa nt to respo nd dire ctly  to some of the issues  rais ed 
in the c urr ent deba te.

Our principa l obje ctive  has been to respon d to an unpreceden ted applicat ion of 
Soviet power  achieved in pa rt thro ugh  the  exi>editionary force of a clien t sta te.

Durin g 1975 the Soviet  Union is esti mated  to have contributed  nea rly $200  
million worth of mi litary  assistan ce to Angola. This  equals  the ent ire amoun t of 
all  mil itar y aid from  all  sources to sub -Sa har an Afric a in 1974.

Soviet arm s hav e inclu ded inf an try  weapons, machine guns, bazookas, mo rta rs 
and  recoilless rifles, arm ored perso nnel car rie rs, heavy art ille ry,  ligh t and  
medium tank s, truc k-m ount ed mu ltitu be rocket launc hers,  helicopters and light 
air cra ft.  The re are  unconfirmed rep orts th at  the  Soviet Union will prov ide the  
MPLA with  MIG -21 ai rc ra ft  to be pilote d by Cubans.

A tot al of at  lea st 46 flights of Soviet  heavy  and  medium mil itar y tra ns po rts  
have fer ried Soviet milita ry equipment from the USSR to Luan da and  Congo- 
Brazz aville,  while  a steady  stream of Soviet and  Cuban ai rc ra ft has conti nued  
to bring Cuban troops across the Atlanti c. Soviet nav al involvem ents, clear ly 
rela ted  to the  A ngolan  event, have  c onti nued in West  Afr ican  waters  for  several  
weeks.

The implications of Cuba’s unpr eced ented and  massive inte rve ntio n cann ot 
be ignored. I t is a  geopolit ical event of consid erable significance . For  t he first  time, 
Cuba has  sent an expedit ionary  force  to anoth er nat ion  on ano the r cont inen t. 
About 11,000 Cuban mi lita ry person nel have been sent to Angola. If  allowe d to 
proceed unchecked, thi s bla tan t power  play  cann ot but  car ry with  it fa r 
reaching  impl icati ons—in cludi ng the  impact it will have on the  att itu de s and  
futur e conduct of the nati ons  of thi s hemisphere . Indeed,  friend and  foe ali ke  
can not  fail  to co ntr as t the  sending  of a large Cuban expe ditio nary  force  with our  
appar ent  in abi lity  to prov ide even in direct  financ ial assis tance . The fa ilu re  of the 
United  States to respo nd effectively will he rega rded  in many pa rts  of the  world  
as an indicati on of our  futur e det erm ination  to counter  sim ilar Comm unist 
inter vent ions .

We have been a ske d why we do not respond with  oth er pres sure s on the  Soviet 
Union.

The first ans wer is  th at  many of th e l inks  t he Adm inis trat ion has  tr ied  to  fo rg e,. 
such as tra de  and credit,  which would have provided incen tives for  re st ra in t 
and levers for  pena lties have been pre cluded by ea rlier Congress ional action s. Bu t 
two other ins tru me nts  hav e been suggested : Wheat sales  and the  S tra teg ic Arms 
Lim itat ion Talk s. A mor ator ium  was placed on wh eat  sales  for four months in 
1975. To use thi s device every three months is too blun t it  perm anen tly. Al>ove 
all. economic mea sures tak e too much time  to affect a fast-moving situat ion  like 
An gol a; any  longe r term  impact would be of lit tle  use to those immediately 
thre aten ed. We should also  ponder wh eth er we want, to ret urn  to the  situ ation,  
now prevented  by t he  g rain agreem ent, in which the  USSR can capri cious ly en ter  
and  leave the U.S. g ra in  trad e.

As for  the  Str ate gic  Arms Lim itat ion Talk s, we have  never considered  these  
to be a fav or which we gr an t to the Soviet  Union, to be turne d on a nd off ac cord 
ing to the  ebb and flow of our rela tions. The  fa ct  is th at  limiting the  grow th of 
nuc lear a rse nal s is a n over ridin g global problem th at  mus t be dea lt wi th urg ent ly 
for  our  own sake a nd fo r t he sake of world peace.

Still, we have made clear th at  a continu atio n of action s like those in 
Angola mu st threate n the  entire  web of Soviet-U.S. relations. In thi s sense both 
nego tiatio ns and  the  overall rela tion ship  are  in long-term jeop ardy  unles s 
re str aint  is exerc ised. Bu t the re is so sub stit ute  for  a local ba lanc e; ind irect 
pres sure s can succeed only if rapid  local victor ies ar e foreclosed.

Have  we rea lly  tho ug ht thro ugh the  implicat ions of our decisions? Do we 
really want the  world to conclude th at  if  the  Soviet Union chooses to inte rve ne 
in a massive way, and if  Cuban or oth er troop s are  used as an exp edi tion ary  
force, the  U nited  Sta tes  will not be ab le to mu ster  t he uni ty or resolve to provi de 
even financial ass ista nce  to those who are thr eaten ed ? Can those  face d wi th 
such a th re at  wi tho ut hope of assi stan ce from us be expecte d to re sis t? Do we 
wa nt our  po tential  adv ers aries to conclude that,  in the even t o f fu ture  c halle nges  
America’s int ern al divisi ons are  likely to depri ve us of even min imal leve rage 
over developments of global  sig nificance?
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Cur  second objective is to help our frie nds  in Black Africa who oppose Soviet 
and Cuban inte rvention.

Only in recent years has  Afri ca become free  of gre at power ri va lr y; it  mus t 
not  once aga in become an are na in which the  amb itions of outside forces are  
pursu ed. We have sought wit h our Afri can friend s to maintain  a local balan ce 
of power so the re can be no imposed solutio n th at  would deprive  the  Angolan 
people of th e rig ht to de term ine their  own destiny.

We are  told th at  we need not  conce rn ourselves because in the  final  ana lysi s 
and at  some indefinite  dat e in the  f utu re,  African nat ion alis m will rea sse rt itse lf 
and  drive  out foreign influence. Even  were thi s to prove  true , it  sti ll ignores  the  
fact  th at  governments und er pre ssu res  will be f orced to yield  whenever a th re at  
develops. Those who are  thr eaten ed  canno t afford to wai t—they must decide 
whe ther  to res ist or to adj ust . Advice which counsels patience and confidence in 
the  ver dic t of hist ory  is a mockery to those  who are concerned for  the  fate of 
the ir c ountry today. His tory  rare ly helps those who do not help themselves.

Some charg e th at  we have acte d in collusion with South  Africa. This  is untrue. 
We ha d no foreknowledge of South Africa ’s inten tions, and  i n no way cooperated 
with it mil itar ily.  Nor do we view South African inte rventio n more benevolent ly 
than  we do the interventio n of oth er outside powers. Indeed,  we have formally 
proposed th at  the remova l of outs ide forces begin with  those  of South Afric a and  
have asked —in vain—fo r an ind icat ion of how soon t he reaf ter  Soviet and  Cuban 
force s would  be withdrawn .

It  is also claimed th at  because of our sup por t fo r the  side which lat er  fel t 
its elf  compelled to seek the  aid  of South  Africa,  we have  lost influence in Black 
Africa . One cannot generalize so easil y abou t the  perception s of the  African 
people as the firm s tand at  Addis Ababa of 22 OAU members again st OAU recog
nitio n of th e MPLA should dem onst rate . Behind  thi s stand , which  coincided with 
the  U.S. position , was awa reness th at  the  MPLA represen ted only a min ority  of 
Angolans, and also a genuine  apprehen sion  over Soviet and Cuban, as well as 
South African, intervent ion. Inde ed it is our inabil ity  to sup por t our Afr ican  
friend s t ha t w ill cost us influence in  Afr ica.

We are firmly convinced th at , had  the re been no outside inte rfer ence ini tia ted  
by the Soviet Union, the Africans  would have found  their own solution. No sin
gle movement would have been str ong enough to tak e over. The result ing  solu
tion would have  been more rep res ent ative of the  people of Angola tha n a gov
ern ment imposed by an outside power and  represe ntin g only a min ority faction.

The outcome in Angola will hav e repercussio ns thro ugh out  Africa. The con
fidence of coun tries  neighboring Angola—Zam bia and  Zaire—a s well as oth er 
African count ries, in the  will and power of the  U.S. will be severely shaken 
if they  see th at  the Soviet Union and  Cuba are  unopposed in their  attem pt to 
impose a regime  of the ir choice on Angola. They and  othe rs elsewhere may well 
ad ju st th ei r policies to wh at the y cons ider to be the  forces of the  futu re.

The means we have chosen have been limi ted and expla ined to Congress.
Our  imme diate  objective was to provide levera ge for diplomatic  efforts  to 

bring about a just and peaceful solutio n. They were not conceived uni latera lly  
by the  United  Sta tes;  they represe nted  supp ort to frie nds  who reque sted our  
financial assis tance.

We chose covert  means because we wan ted to keep our  visibi lity to a min i
mum : we wan ted the gre ate st possible opp ortu nity  for  an African solution. We 
felt th at  overt assistan ce would elaborate a form al doctr ine justify ing  gre at 
power inte rve ntio n—aside  from the  techn ical issue s such as in wh at  budgeta ry 
categ ory thi s aid  should be given and how it  could be reconciled with legislative 
res tric tions aga ins t the  tra ns fe r of U.S. arm s by recipients. The  Angola sit ua 
tion is of a type  in which diplomacy wit hou t le verage is  im por tant , yet direct mili
tary  conf rontation  would involve unne cessary risks . Thus  it is precisely  one of 
those grey are as where  covert metho ds are  crucia l if  we are  to have  any prospe ct 
of influencing cer tain  events of pot ent ial ly global importa nce.

We chose a covert  form of respo nse with  the gre ate st reluc tance . Bu t in doing 
so. we were determined to adh ere  to the  high est standa rd of  Exec utive-Legis la
tive consu ltatio n. Eig ht Cong ressional Committees were brief ed on 24 sep ara te 
occasions. We sough t in these briefings to dete rmin e the  wishes of Congress. 
Whil e we do not  claim th at  every member appro ved our  actions, we had no 
indicatio n of  basic opposition.

Between  Jul y and December 1975, we discusse d the  Angolan situ atio n on 
numerous occasions with members of the  foreign rela tion s committees and 
the  appr opriations  comm ittees of both  Houses, and the  committees of both
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Houses th at  have CIA over sight respon sibil ities.  The two committees inv est iga t
ing CIA act ivit ies—t he Churc h Committee and  the Pike  Committee—were also 
briefed. Alto gether more tha n two dozen Senators, about 150 Congressmen 
and  over 100 sta ff mem bers  of both Houses were inform ed. I am att ac hin g 
to my sta tem ent  a lis t of  all  th e briefings ca rrie d out.

Mr. Chai rman: Where ar e we now ? We are told th at  by prov iding money 
and  arm s for  Angola we are dupl icati ng the  mis takes we made in Vietnam . 
Such an argument confuses the  expend itur e of tens  of millions of dol lars  with  
the  comm itment of U.S. troops. If  we accept such a gross  dist orti on of his
tor y—if we accep t the  claim th at  we can no longer do any thing to aid our  
frie nds  abro ad because  we will inev itabl y do too much—then the  traged y of 
Vietnam will ind eed be monum ental.

We will have  lost all  abil ity to respon d to any thing less tha n dir ect and 
sub sta ntial challenge. And having  lost th at  abili ty we will eventually disco ver 
th at  by fail ing  to respon d at  an early stage, our ult im ate  resjmnse will have  
to be greater , and  the  stakes  will be higher. If  we do not  exerci se our  resp onsi
bilit ies to mainta in the  int ern ational balance , if Congress and the  Executi ve 
are unabl e to act  in con cert  when vit al nat ion al int ere sts  are  affected, then 
world  secu rity may  w ell be seriously undermine d.

Many of the  memb ers of this  committee have expressed their  general sup
por t for our  policy of easin g tensions with  the  Soviet Union. We. in the 
Exec utive  Bran ch, are  grate ful for  th at  suppo rt. Bu t thi s process can uot  be 
divided into those segments which the Soviets will honor, and those  which we 
allow them to ignore. W ha t the  Unite d Sta tes does when confronted  wit h a 
challenge like Angola can be of gre at significance in shap ing our fu tu re  rel a
tionship  w ith the  S oviet Union. A demonst ratio n of a lack of resolve could lead the  
Soviets to a gre at misca lcula tion,  thereby  plung ing us into  a ma jor con fro nta 
tion  which nei the r of us wan ts. Cred ibilit y determines, to a gre at degree, what 
a natio n can accomplish wit hou t a resort to force. And as cred ibili ty is reduced , 
the  eventua l need to reso rt to force increases.  And in the  end, we ar e all the  
losers.

The United Sta tes  mu st make it  cle ar th at  Angola sets  no pr ec ed en t: thi s 
type of actio n will not be tole rate d elsewhere. This  must be dem ons trated 
by both the Executiv e and  the Congress—in our nat ion al int ere st and  in the 
int ere st of world  peace.

To the Soviet Union and to Cuba, the  Adm inis trat ion sa ys: we will con
tinue to make our  case to the American public. We will not tol era te wan ton 
disr ega rd for  the  int ere sts  of other s and for the  cause of world peace.

To the  American people, the Adm inis trat ion sa y s: the  time  has  come to 
pu t aside self-a ccusati on, division, and guilt.  Our own coun try's  safety  and 
the  progress of man kind  depend cruci ally upon a unit ed and deter mine d Amer
ica. Today, as throug hou t our  200 years , the  world looks to us to stand up for  
wh at is righ t. By virtu e of our stre ngth and value s we are  lead ers in the  

defense of fre ed om : wit hou t us the re can be neither secur ity nor progress.
To the Congress, the  Adm inis trat ion says: whatever  our pa st disag reem ents,  

let  the  Congress and the  Exec utive  now resolve to shape  a coope rative  rel a
tionship  th at  will enable the  United  Sta tes  to play a responsible int ern ational 
role. Both branches  will have to do th ei r sha re in res tori ng the kind  of non
pa rti san sup por t th at  ha s served our  fore ign policy so well in the  pas t. On the  
issue  of Angola, the  Admin istratio n is now seriou sly consid ering  overt finan
cial aid  and we will soon be consulting with the  Congress on thi s possib ility.  
But wha teve r th at  decision , let us work toget her, with an app recia tion  of the  
lar ge r intere sts involved, and  with  a sense of nat ional respo nsibili ty. A United 
America cann ot be ignored by our ad ve rs ar ie s: togethe r we will pres erve  the 
independence of those who face the  prospect of oppression. Together we will 
hea rten the frie nds  of libe rty  and peace everywhere.

Angola

CON GRESSIONAL BRIEFING S BY T HE EXE CUTIVE BRA NCH

Following is a lis t of Congressional briefing s which the  Executiv e Bra nch  con
ducted  w ith committees of Congress, indiv idual members and oth er Congressional 
staff persons between  Ju ly,  1975, and the  end of the y ear:

Senate
Jul y 25—Two members of the Fore ign Relatio ns Commit tee and  one staf f 

aide briefed by the  CIA.
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Jul y 30—Thre e members of the  Inte lligence Operations Subcommittee of the  
Appropr iations Committee and two staf f aides  briefed by the  CIA.

August 4— Senator Dick Cla rk (African Affa irs Subcommittee Cha irman) 
brie fed by the  CIA.

September 5—Three members of the  Intel ligence Operations  Subcommittee 
of the  Appropria tions  Committee and two staff aides briefed by the  CIA.

Septem ber 23—Four members of the  CIA Subcommittee of the Armed Services 
Committee an d two s taff aides  briefed  by the CIA.

October 31—Six members of the Select Committee on Intel ligence Opera tions 
and twenty sta ff aides briefed  by the  CIA.

November 6—Nine members of the Fore ign Relations Committee and thre e 
staff aides briefed by the CIA.

December 1—Senator Clark brie fed  by Ingersoll , Schaufele and Mulcahy.
December 4—Ten staff members of various committees briefed by Haver- 

kamp, Andrew and Fug it of AF B ureau.
December 8—Senato r Clark brie fed by Schaufele as a followup of the Decem

ber 1 briefing.
December 8—Two members of the  Fore ign Rela tions Committee and one staff  

aide briefed by the CIA.
December 12—Four members of the CIA Subcommittee of the Armed Serv

ices Comm ittee and two staff aides  briefed by the CIA.
December 1G—Two members of the  Intel ligence Opera tions  Subcommittee of 

the Appropr iations Committee and two staff aides briefed  by the  CIA.
December 16—Ten members of the  Subcommittee on Foreign Assis tance & 

Economic Policy of the Fore ign Relations Committee  and seve ral staff aides 
briefed by t he CIA.

December 16—Sen ator  Strom Thurmond (Member of CIA Subcommittee of 
the Armed Services Committee) brie fed by the CIA.
House

Ju ly 25—Three members of the  Special Subcommittee on Intel ligence of the  
Armed Services Committee and one staff aide briefed by the CIA.

Jul y 29—Thirteen members of the  Defense  Subcommittee of the  Appropria
tions Commit tee and two staff aides briefed by the  CIA.

Ju ly 31—Six members of the  Subcommittee on Oversight  of the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  and one sta ff aide briefed by the CIA.

Septem ber 8—Four  members of the  Special Subcommittee on Intel ligence of 
the  Armed Services Committee  and  one staff member  briefed by the  CIA.

September 4—Five members of the  Subcommittee on Oversight  of the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  and one staf f aide briefed by the  CIA.

October 6—Thirteen members of the  Defense Subcommittee of the  Appropria
tions Committee and two s taff aides br iefed by the  CIA.

October  23—Eight members of the  Select Committee  on Intel ligence and one 
staff aide briefed by the CIA.

November 5—Mulcahy testified before the  Interna tio na l Resources, Food and 
Energy Subcommittee of th e Foreign A ffairs Committee.

November 13—Congressman Charles Diggs and nine  other Congressman plus 
seve ral staf f aides informally briefed by Mulcahy.

December 9—Thirte en members of the  Defense Subcommittee of the  Appro
priations  Committee and th ree  staf f aides br iefed  by the CIA.

December 9—Seven members o f the  Subcommittee on Oversight of the Foreign 
Affair s Committee and one s taff  aide brie fed by t he CIA.

December 11—Six members of the  Subcommittee on Milita ry Affai rs (Fascell 
Subcommittee) briefed by Mulcahy.

December 12—Congressman Riegle briefed by Mulcahy.
December 12—Five members of  the  Special Subcommittee  on Intel ligence of 

the  Armed Services Committee  and  two staf f aides  briefed  by the  CIA.
December 15—J. Danie l O'F laherty, staffe r for Congressman Harrington, 

briefed by Fu git  AF/C.
December 16—Representat ive Dale Milford (member of House Select Com

mit tee)  brie fed by the  CIA.
December 17—Mahon Subcommittee  briefed by Colby and Sisco.
December 17—Congressman Joh n Burton  and others  (unknown)  briefed by 

Mulcahy.
December 17—Mulcahy appeare d before  an info rma l group of twelve  Repre

sen tatives  and 35 staff  aides.
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December 17—Congressman Legit t br iefed  by Colby.
December 18—Closed Session of abo ut 100 Represen tatives  brie fed by Sisco 

and Mulcahy.
December 19—Members of the  Black  Caucus briefed by Sisco and  Mulcahy.
Tom Doubleday of AF /C briefed 8 Congressional staffer s in the  period De

cember 16 to Decem ber 31.
Senator  Clark. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, for  a very 

detailed and concise statement.
If  the committee has no objection, we wil l operate unde r the 10 

minute rule.

ADMINISTRATION INTERPRETATION OF HUG HES-RYA N AMENDMENT

Mr. Secretary. I want to start  wi th what is perhaps  a side question. 
In  your statement you say “Eight congressional committees were 
briefed on 24 separate occasions. We sought in these briefings to de
termine the wishes of Congress.”

Is it the administ ration’s interpretation  of the so-called Hughes- 
Ryan amendment t ha t the wishes of Congress are determined in these 
consultations?

Secretary K issinger. The problem of how to conduct covert opera 
tions in relationship to congressional oversight is an extremely com
plicated one. The admin istrat ion does not feel that i t is legally obliged 
to follow all the opinions th at may be expressed in these congressional 
briefings. B ut it would certainly  take them seriously. When the issue 
of assistance to Angola first arose in June and July, we recognized 
tha t we were faced with an extremely painful set of a lternatives .

Nobody in the year of the collapse of our effort in Indo-China had 
any possible interest in being involved again with what superficially 
could appear to be an analogous situation . Nobody in the  year of the 
intelligence invest igations had any excessive wish to expose this  coun
try  to the sort of dispute tha t might ensue.

We examined the pros and cons of the sort of indirect financial 
assistance tha t we were considering provid ing for about 6 weeks. 
Then the President  decided to proceed to brief the Congress metic
ulously. If,  out of these briefings there emerged what would appear 
to us a determined opposition, we would reconsider our views, recon
sider our policy.

While—I repeat—I do not say that every Member tha t was briefed 
expressed support , we did not have the sense tha t it would lead to a 
•clash between the Congress and the Executive.

For example, Mr. Chairman, the amendment tha t you offered was 
not one which we found incompatible with our purposes. When I 
testified, when I briefed the Church committee in early December 
last year about what we were doing in Angola, I volunteered th at once 
the additional sums th at we were then attempting to  reprogram, t ha t 
is to say. once these $28 million were expended, if any addit ional  
funds were required, it was my personal belief tha t we had  come to  
the end of the covert phase of our action and we would then have to 
request additional funds in some overt manner.

And, therefore, your amendment. Mr. Chairman, was not one th at  
I found incompatible with our policies, because e ither what  we -were 
then doing would lead to a negotiation, which, on the whole, I  ex
pected, or it would demonst rate tha t the Soviet Union and Cuba were
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engaged in a degree of massive intervention tha t would require a 
widespread American public decision before we proceeded in oppos
ing  it.

So, in any event, we would have to come to the Congress whenever 
the $28 million was expended, if  a negotiation had not developed.

Our concern was th at events in December, in the middle, of an at
tempted effort to crystalize the negotiations, terminated abruptly  
something tha t had been developing over a period of months. Our 
disagreement is not with the  proposition that  there must lie a limit 
beyond which covert actions cannot be made compatible with congres
sional oversight, it was rath er with the methods that  were chosen in 
December th at were not actual ly the ones that you had recommended 
in your own amendment, which we, as you know, had not actively 
opposed.

Senator Clark. Mr. Secretary, jus t to pursue this  point  on advising 
the committees or, more specifically to get the ir wishes, it is my under
stand ing th at the  members of the committee who were briefed on these 
aft er the fact,  or whatever the  case may be, were not advised that  th eir  
opinion was being sought.

I remember raising that, question upon r eturning  from Africa early 
in September with Director Colby, who said much the same thing that 
you a re saying: We really received very little opposition on this.

My question is whether the people who were being briefed were ad
vised t ha t their  consultation was being sought. It  seems to me th at it 
leaves these people who were being br iefed in a very difficult position 
if they are expected to give a yes or a no or some indication on every 
single covert act ivity tha t is presented to them or in the event tha t if 
they do not do that they can later  be quoted as having said tha t they did 
not oppose it. That puts them in a difficult position if they are not 
previously advised tha t their opposition is going to make a difference.

Secretary  K issinger. Mr. Chairman, my experience with the Con
gress has been that the Members of the Senate and the Congress with 
whom I deal have not in the past shown an excessive reluctance to 
express a view, even if the view is not actively solicited.

Senator  Clark. I hope that  is the case.
Secretary Kissinger. But I can only speak of the one briefing in 

which T partic ipated which was that of the Church committee. And 
the ir views were being actively expressed by the committee. That  was 
well along in the course of the operation.

But the question von raise is one that,  perhaps, requires further 
clarification in elaborating the oversight procedures.

Senator Clark. There, are other people in the Senate who could 
speak to that better than  I.

Secretary Kissinger. All I can say is tha t I always ask those who 
are briefing congressional committees what reaction they found and 
tha t the President and I  thought tha t the degree of continuation of the 
action, a t least in its early  phases, was to some extent dependent on the 
mood we found in the Congress.

But  there could have been a misunderstanding.
Senator  Clark. So, it would be well fo r those people who are being 

briefed  to assume that i f they  do not take opposition on the occasion of 
the briefing, th at it could be in terpreted  t ha t they may be favorable 
to it. ?
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Secretary Kissinger. Or at least tha t they will no t carry the ir op
position beyond a certain point.

Senator Clark. Yes.
Secretary Kissinger. It  is not just a question of being favorab le, it 

is a question of whether one actively, by an act of Congress, termina tes 
an action of which one has been well aware.

PR IN C IP L E  OF  FO RE IG N PO LI CY DEFI NED

Senator Clark. Fine. I would like to pursue with you a bit what  
seems to me the principle  of foreign policy involved here, as you have 
described it in some detail in your statement.

If  I may just  sta rt the question by rephrasing  a statement of the 
President, which is very much along this same line. He said, the Sen
ate decision is a deep tragedy for a ll countries’ security depends on the 
United States. Ultimate ly, it will profoundly affect the security of 
our own country as well. How can the United States, the greatest  pow
er in the world, take the position tha t the Soviet Union can operate  
with impunity,  many thousands of miles away with Cuban troops and 
massive amounts of  milita ry equipment, while we refuse any assistance 
to the major ity of the local people who have asked only for  milita ry 
equipment to defend themselves.

You said much the same throughout your statement. Is it, ther e
fore. the administ ration’s position tha t the United  States must be
come involved in any conflict in which the Soviet Union is seriously 
involved even if no important strateg ic interest of the United  States 
is affected, and the country in question has not tradi tionally relied on 
the United Sta tes for protection ?

I guess what I am really asking is, does the United State s’ security 
depend on our becoming involved in every conflict in which the  Soviet 
Union is provid ing assistance, and, if so, are we not, in this case, 
allowing the Soviet Union to define American interests and, in effect, 
making us reactive in policy ra ther  than  determin ing our own?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, the only way you can avoid being reac
tive with respect to military action is to initia te it yourself.

Senator Clark. You do not have to act at all.
Secretary Kissinger. But if you do not initia te the milita ry actions 

yourself, then the decision will always be imposed on you in one way 
or another by the aggressive nation.

Xow, I would make a d istinction between Soviet military assistance 
of equipment of some kind, and a massive Soviet m ilitary operation. 
I think  you will also apprecia te that it is very difficult for a Secre
tary’ of State to state in public session what the United S tates  will not 
do because tha t will then open up vast areas which seem open for all 
kinds of adventures.

I think we developed a national consensus dur ing the period of the 
Vietnam W ar that  in wars of national l iberation, which have a largely  
local origin tha t the United States  will not become involved simply 
because it prefe rs one group over another, and it will rely largely  on 
the local forces to  achieve their own successes. Therefore in Mozam
bique. for example, where the basic orienta tion of FR EL IM O is 
probably not much different from the MPLA, the  United  S tates made 
no effort to affect the  course of events, and as you know, Mr. Chai r-
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man, we immediately moved to establish diplomatic rela tions and have 
sought since to improve our relationships with them.

Similarly, in Angola dur ing  1974 we had many opportun ities to 
become involved in the suppor t of the two factions tha t on the whole 
we pref er to the MPLA. However, we did not feel that our national 
interest was sufficiently involved in the struggle within  Angola, as 
long as it was a substantially local struggle, for us to involve our
selves by  giving milit ary equipment, and, therefore , we only made a 
gra nt of $300,000 which, at most, will get bicycles, office equipment, 
and aid political efforts of the FNL A within the context of  the coali
tion government, which we were supporting as a result of the Alvor 
Accord. None of it went to arms.

Therefore, I do not believe that the Soviet actions o f increasing the  
milit ary equipment, thei r mi litary support to Angola or to the MPLA 
were triggered by the American actions, and we gave the Soviet Union 
many opportuni ties to back off. However, when 11,000 Cuban combat 
troops  appear, when the Soviet Union puts into one country the 
equivalent of all the milit ary equipment tha t has been sent from all 
other sources to Sub-Saharan Africa , then we are no longer talking  of 
a local struggle, and then we are talking about a situat ion where, if  
the United States were to say th at it will be indifferent, it would do 
two thi ng s: it would tell all countries outside of a traditio nal orbit tha t 
if  th at  sor t of pressure appears , they have no choice except to accom
modate to the Soviets, and,  second, it might tell the Soviet Union th at 
even in areas of trad itional concern of American security, our abil
ity  or willingness to react might be minimal.

We believe or, rather, I believe but will never be able to prove it, 
that until  the middle of December, the Soviet intervention was at 
the limit  of what was sustainable by covert operation and that they 
would have to make in Jan uary the same decision I  had  already fore
shadowed to the Church committee; t ha t is to say, whether  they would 
put everything at risk by going into the sort of massive intervention 
that  has now developed.

Now, I  regret tha t we were not given th e opportuni ty to play this 
diplomacy to the end, to see whether the OATT could be given a con
struct ive role, but you asked me a fundamental question. I  would 
sav that, when Soviet, mil itary equipment appears  on this massive a 
scale and is backed by substan tial mili tary  forces, that are, in effect. 
Soviet-controlled, then we have a problem in which any President. I 
would th ink of either pa rty,  would have to ask himself what American 
security  interests are. and I  would not want  to  make a flat judgment  
based on the tradi tional role we have played in tha t country.

Senator Clark. Thank you. I have some other questions, but my 
time is up. Senator  Percy.

EX TE NT  OF FOREIGN  IN TE RV EN TION  IN  ANGOLA

Senator Percy. Secretary Kissinger. I should like to determine in 
the next few minutes the extent of American involvement in Angola, 
the  extent of the Chinese involvement and why they apparentlv  chose 
to withdraw, and the reaction of Mr. Brezhnev when you confronted 
him with the facts. To the extent tha t you can reveal these publicly, 
we would apprecia te it. Whenever you wish to do so in executive ses
sion, that  is always acceptable, of course.
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So fa r as American involvement is concerned, I  would like to  quote 
your own words. It  is an “unambiguous and stra ightforward” policy. 
“Angola is an African problem and should be left, to Africans to solve.”

You indicated some, I  thought, surprise when I mentioned adver
tisements for mercenaries. Here is a story from yesterday’s Washing
ton Post out of Kinshasa,  by a Washington Post foreign correspondent, 
David Ottaway, indica ting t ha t U NIT A has decided, now th at South 
African troops are apparently  being w ithdraw n, to a ttempt to  replace 
them with E uropean and American mercenaries. The day before there 
was this headline in the Washington Sta r saying “Wanted, Ex-GIs  
for Angola W ar, $1,500 a month,” and they repr int a classified adver
tisement ask ing for  veterans  and giving a telephone number. Accord
ing to the artic le, the person doing it is Larry  Mitchell, a 9-year A rmy 
veteran, with intelligence and special forces medical work in Vietnam, 
and when he was asked whether or not CIA money was involved, he 
said he would not reply. But  he said he would not be surprised  if it 
was coming from the CIA, because who else could afford something 
this large.

U. S.  GOVERNMENT INV OL VE ME NT  IN  RECR UITIN G ME RCENAR IES

Because that is on the public record, I would like to ask you whether 
or not the CIA  or any American Government department or agency 
is involved in recruiting mercenaries in  any official or unofficial capac
ity directly  or indirec tly ?

Secretary Kissinger. The CIA  is not involved in the recruitin g of 
these individuals. It  is, of course, possible that in a very indirec t way, 
tha t is to say, that  money tha t has been given to  UN ITA  is then used 
by UN ITA  and not by the CIA to recruit people. We do not know 
exactly what the origin of these advertisements is, but there  are some 
basic facts.

Fir st and fundamentally,  tha t the United  States has offered re
peatedly, unconditionally, to work for the removal of all foreign 
forces, withou t any conditions whatsoever. We have stated  publicly 
tha t we would work for the prior removal of South Afri can forces 
as long as we were given some kind of  idea when the Cuban and Soviet 
forces would withdraw. Our basic objective is to leave the issues in 
Angola to the Angolans.

On the o ther hand, what is now developing in Angola is th at  almost 
all of the fighting for the MPLA is done by Cubans. The equipment 
tha t they have is too sophisticated to be used by the MPLA forces 
tha t are not so highly trained . Therefore, inevitably those who resist 
the Cuban forces will need individuals  on th eir  side that can use com
plicated equipment, and this produces the incentive for outsiders.

Senator  Percy. Are U.S. Government funds being used, though, 
directly or indirectly to recruit American mercenaries?

Secretary K issinger. It  depends how you define indirectly . I  would 
have to check to know how UNITA , if this is done for  UNITA , is 
using the funds. No American funds are being used by American 
agencies, nor do American agencies supervise this pa rt of the effort, 
but I would like to check precisely whether I can give you a better 
answer.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Excerpt From Letter Dated February 6, 1976, to Senator Dtck Clark From
Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations Robert J. Mc
Closkey Concerning U.S. Government Involvement in Recruitment, Train
ing or Deployment of American Mercenaries Into Angola

Senator Percy asked the Secreta ry if the United States government is in any 
way involved in the recruitment , t raining or deployment of American mercenaries 
into Angola. The Secretary replied tha t we were not directly involved but tha t 
while he was not certain, he thought  it was possible tha t some United States- 
provided funds might have been indirec tly used by UNITA to recrui t Americans 
and tha t he would verify this for the record. We have consulted with the Central 
Intelligence Agency and have been assured tha t no United States funds are 
being used directly or indirectly, to recrui t, tr ain  or deploy American mercenaries 
and tha t the CIA has emphasized to both movements tha t it will not permit 
tlieir use of any United States funds for such purposes.

Sena tor Percy. I would appreciate  tha t, Air. Secretary. I part icu
larly  asked the question as a matter of principle, Mr. Secretary,  
liecause I was sta rtled last  week when former Secretary Dean Rusk 
testified in answer to  a question that I put to him in the  Government 
operations  area, when I asked him if  he knew that  while he was Secre
tary , what the CIA was doing tha t had a major impact on foreign 
policy. He said he thought at the time he was Secretary he did know, 
hut he has subsequently learned he did not know things th at they were 
undertaking that  he should have known.

Do you feel today tha t you, in the ligh t of everything tha t has 
transpired , that you do know and are personally acquainted with 
everything of a major nature affecting foreign policy that  the CIA 
or any other intelligence unit is carrying on of a covert nature  or  an 
overt nature  abroad ?

Secretary K issinger. I would like to say first of a ll th at all of these 
investigations have created a somewhat misleading impression of what 
is going on now. Since 1969, the number of covert opera tions has been 
reduced by at least 50 percent, and probably by more, so it is not tha t 
there are an enormous number of covert operations going on, and, of 
course, under present circumstances, any President  would have to 
think extremely seriously in weighing the dangers of exposure before 
he undertakes any.

I also believe that there  is an area between an overt diplomacy and 
mili tary  action which precisely as mili tary conflicts become less likely 
and less possible, for which it is impo rtant to reta in the  capabili ty fo r 
covert action. I  am confident tha t I know of intelligence activities that 
bear on foreign policies. T hat  does not mean that an occasional minor 
event might not occur, that  I  was not aware of but I would think  that 
all major things bearing on foreign policy I would be fami liar with.

Sena tor P ercy. Do you feel tha t the removal of vour title  in the 
Whi te House in the National  Security  Council has in any way impaired 
your ability to get access to tha t information and your  right to know ?

Secre tary Kissinger. No; I  do not believe i t has. I think , inciden
tally, with respect to your previous question. Senator Percy, tha t we 
have asked the Justice Department to investigate the cases which you 
have mentioned in order  to determine just who the parent organiza
tion is for  this recrui ting and th at this investigation  is now underway.

U.S. GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE IN  ANGOLA

Senator P ercy. Fina lly, on American involvement, can you tell us 
how much up un til December 31 of last year the U.S. Government has
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spent in Angola in tha t calendar year, and how much you would l ike 
to spend if you had a unilateral decision on this  matt er in Angola, 
directly or indirect ly, tha t is through any neighboring countries how 
much you would like to spend i f you had the unilate ral power to spend 
it. authorize, appropriate, and spend i t this year? W hat  would be your 
judgment as to the r ight  amount for us to spend in that area?

Secretary K issinger. Senator Percy, these figures we have not stated 
publicly in the past , but they have been in the press so much. The 
amounts that had been set aside prio r to December were something 
like $32 million. We were asking  for another $28 million. Le t me ex
plain the strategy we were pursuing in December. In  December we 
wanted to bring about a military balance, or to p ut the Soviet U nion 
and Cuba in to a position where they could overcome the equilibr ium 
which was foreseeable from those sums, only by a level of magni tude 
tha t would clearly threa ten other relationships . We were accompany
ing this with para llel diplomatic efforts to structure an OAU resolu
tion tha t both of us could support, designed to get all foreign inter
vention out.

We had some hopes and considerable confidence, in fact, tha t by the  
end of Jan uary this  process might be accomplished. This is why we 
thought $28 million was enough for tha t purpose and why the rela
tionship in the balance of forces to which the chairman referred in his 
opening s tatement would apply more to a p rotracted conflict t han  to 
what we had in mind.

Xow, under present circumstances, where the  Cubans have doubled 
their  milit ary force since the middle of December and where the 
Soviet Union now has taken public positions which they never took 
before, it would probably require a considerably larger effort and, 
therefore, I  have stated the problem of overt assistance in a much more 
tenuous way. I do no t think it is in our nationa l interes t to produce 
another confrontation between the executive and the Congress on this 
issue, and what we have in mind of do ing is to sit down with a num
ber of the key members of both Llouses of the Congress with the fig
ures as they appear to us, and see w hat they think before we make a 
formal request, and I  am not prepared  to make a formal request today. 

HE AR IN G PROCEDURE

Senator Percy. Mr. Secretary, we have a vote on the floor. I will 
just put these two questions to you whenever my tu rn comes again.

Wha t is China’s role today, and what has caused them to bring  about 
a change in that policy, if they have, and what was Air. Brezhnev's 
response—when you put it to him as force fully as you must have—as 
to the effect tha t it would have upon our relationship with the Soviet 
Union i f they persisted in this policy of overt in tervention in Angola ?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, I will answer this aft er the vote, or do 
you want me to answer it now ?

Senator P ercy. We will come right back. I  think it  is Senator Case’s 
turn.  I will just  ho ld those questions off un til the next round.

Secretary Kissinger. All righ t, I  will answer it later.
Senator Clark. We will take a very brief  recess. I  th ink one of the 

members of  the committee will be back in a few minutes and we will 
begin then.

[A recess was taken.]
67-055— 76------ 3
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Senator Biden’ [pres iding]. The meeting will come to order. This 
is my only chance to be chairman,  Mr. Secretary, so I might as well 
get s tarted.

Secretary Kissinger. I thought you said you did not have any 
questions.

Senator Biden. Xo, no; I said I had some observations, bu t a few 
questions if I  may.

CONGRESSIONAL----EXECUTIV E CON SULTATION S

They have asked me to continue the questioning so tha t we are able 
to let you go as quickly as we possibly can. I am fascinated by your a p
peal to the authority of the Congress throughou t your s tatement, that  
is, by us, the failure  of the Congress earlier  on to take strong opposi
tion tha t led the administra tion to assume we agreed with you. Was 
tha t the implication in the  sta tement; tha t by failure for us to vocally 
express opposition at the beginning , you assumed acquiescence on our 
part to help you in moving a policy decision on your pa rt ?

Secretary Kissinger. The problem of congressional oversight is 
complex because on the one hand, this  field has generally been con
sidered one of executive prerogative  in which the Congress exercises 
a general supervision, but not necessarily approval of each individual 
action. And indeed. I  would say as we evolve our relationship  between 
the executive and the Congress, the  interplay between the day-to-day 
supervision and the general policy supervision is one tha t requires a 
grea t deal of attention.

The fac t is that  our perception was that  we felt we had an obligation 
to the national interest to begin doing what we thought was the righ t 
course ; tha t we thought that, if  we met  what seemed to us opposition 
in principle, tha t would lead to profound divisions, we would then 
have an o pportunity  earlv in the effort to assess that. Either  because 
those who were briefed  did not unders tand what we wanted, what we 
had in mind, or because they were uncharacterist ically reticent, we did 
not get the impression tha t there was an opposition in principle  of 
a magnitude tha t would cause the Congress simply to shut the thing 
off in the middle.

I did not mean to imply that  every single Senator who was being 
briefed  agreed. We knew that  Senator Clark had a different view. 
But I would distinguish between the objections he took which were 
expressed in an amendment that  really was quite compatible with what  
we thought could evolve, and a flat cutoff of future funds.

Senator Biden. I understand bette r what you are saying. I  have some 
substan tive questions—at least, I hope they are substantive. But 
before I proceed with them, I  would like to state at one point tha t 
you gave the sequence of  events regarding  the congressional briefings 
as you saw it. I  would like you to have the benefit of knowing what 
I saw from the other side. Maybe you could understand my concern 
better then.

As ear ly as July, I believe, Mr. Ingersoll briefed  the subcommittee 
and I thin k you have the date. I am no t sure what the date was, but 
sometime in July.
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Se cretary K issinger. We  hav e a lis t att ache d to the——
Se na tor B iden . I am inform ed  th a t th is  pa rt ic ula r one, Ju ly  28, 

was  n ot  on the list  th at  you  sub mi tted. Bu t, at  a ny  ra te , reg ardle ss  o f 
when  it  was,  or  when the y we re, th e f irs t tim e I  he ard about ou r involve 
me nt in An go la in any man ne r at  a ll,  was sometim e ar ou nd  t ha t time . 
I t  was rel ati ve ly  sma ll at  th at time.

Th e stat ed  objectives were dif fer en t th an  the sta ted obj ect ives at  
subsequen t m eet ings that we h ad,  as were t he  amo un ts of  mo ney  which 
were  s aid  t o be int ended to  lie p ut  in the re.  My  recollect ion  is—a nd I  
do no t have any notes  in fr ont of  me—th e amo unt was s om eth ing  un de r 
$10 milli on , t he  f irst  t ime I  w as br ie fe d;  an d I  was  to ld  t he n th e lik e
lihood  of  it  go ing  beyond  th at am ount was ju st  inco nce ivab le. We  
ju st  ha d no in tent ion of  be ing  involved  be yond th at . We  d id  n ot see it . 
We saw th a t as a cuto ff po int .

W ith ou t nec essari ly try in g to eli cit  a response, fro m my  stan d
point, wh at it  looked like th e firs t tim e I  was  to ld  it  was som eth ing  
which I  s ta ted then  on the  re cor d an  ob jec tion  to,  bu t it  was som eth ing  
of a mag ni tude  th at  di d no t seem to  be very, very broad. And  our 
major  concern at  th at  tim e ex pressed a t the m eet ing  was  one o f w hethe r 
or not, in light of  the  C IA  in vestiga tio ns , it  was sm ar t policy fo r you 
to con duct cov ert  ac tiv ity , an d wha t im pa ct  th at would  have  domes
tic all y, if  th at came out.

Th e second are a of  disc ussion was wh at  South  A fr ic a was  going  
to be, doing . No ; So uth Afr ic a was no t go ing  to be an y part  of  thi s. 
We  ha d no knowledge  at  th at tim e ap pa re nt ly  of  th ei r in ter es t in 
being  involved.  So we wer e not go ing  to  “be em barra ssed” by South  
Af ric a.  But  th at is the  ch arac ter in  which  the  briefings an d discus 
sions were cast.

Th en  Se na tor Cl ark and I.  new er mem bers  of  the com mit tee , were 
the  only ones  in iti al ly  br iefed abo ut An gola.  Qu ite  fran kl y,  speakin g 
fo r myself, I  was  not, sur e and I  am, s til l no t sur e—I  am sure it  will  
become cle ar— how to hand le a CIA  bri efing  or  a St ate Dep ar tm en t 
briefing that is l abe led class ified  when you o bject veh ement ly.  I  mean, 
wh at do you  do? Do you walk ou t an d say  I  object?

I am no t sure how you go about th at . I  am learning  b ut  I  was not 
sure then . And  believe it  or  no t, Mr . Se cre tar y, I  do no t belie ve in 
leaks. I  th in k th at  is a hel l of  a way  to  do business an d I  wi ll nev er 
do tha t,  as ev idenced  by  a cou ple  of r ep or te rs  who a sked me af te rw ard 
wh at  was  said at  an execut ive  me eting  an d I  wou ld no t tel l them.

But  the point, be ing : T was at  a loss my sel f as know ing how  to  
hand le i t ; and  I  a ssum e t hat  will  come with  experience . B ut fro m one 
mem be rs vie wp oin t, th at  is how it  looked : (1)  Th ere  was h ar dl y any  
inv olvement  and an assura nce  by the execut ive  bran ch  th a t there  
wou ld be no su bs tan tia l increase in th at  inv olv em ent; (2)  th at  there  
was no way it wou ld be fou nd  out . so there  wou ld be no dom estic  em
ba rra ssm en t, or  they  did  not  see the possibil ity  of  it  because of  the  
am ounts  an d the  manner in which they  were  being  sh ippe d in ; and  
(3) there was no likelih ood  of  any embarra ssment , as a consequence 
of  any  associatio n wi th So uth Afr ica,  wh ich  some of  us beli eve—I  
guess most of  us believe—to have a despica ble poli cy with  re ga rd  to 
blacks.

At  any ra te , I  jus t wante d you to  h ave th at per spe ctiv e. Now , as I 
un de rst an d yo ur  state me nt,  a nd  I  am going  to  t ry  to  sum ma riz e it and
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see if  I  un de rst an d the th ru st  o f wha t you are say ing , when th e po in t 
cam e th a t the U.S.S.R . an d Cub a int erv ened on a major  scale, we 
moved  fro m bicycle dip lom acy  to arm s dip lom acy . On ly as a conse 
quence of  t he ir  m assive in ter vent ion  an d the losses on the part  o f the 
fac tio ns  wh ich  they  were  no t bac king, did we feel th at we needed  to 
esc ala te our  act ivi ty.

Th en  it  seems to me th a t yo u w ent  on to  say  th at  numb er one, th is  is a 
civ il w ar,  is th at  cor rec t ? Do we und ersta nd  th a t ?

Se cretary K issinger. I t  was a civi l war  un til  t he  Sovie t Un ion  an d 
Cu ba  esca late d t hei r role s to the p oint  w here a lmost  a ll of  th e f ight ing 
on one side is done by the  Cuban forces.

Se na to r B iden. OK.

U. S.  ECON OM IC,  STRATEGIC IN TE RE ST  IN  ANGOLA

Also I  th in k you  sa id th a t there is no, a t least, ove rwh elm ing  eco
nom ic or  str ateg ic  in te re st  wh ich  the Un ite d State s has in An gola.

Se cretary K issinger. T he re  is  no un ila te ra l pr ef er re d posit ion  t ha t 
th e Uni ted State s seeks in  A ngola . Th e Un ite d St ates  co uld  live  w ith  
an y An go lan  Go vernm ent th at emerges  ou t of  th e An go lan  process.

Se na tor B iden . F or exam ple , in  te rm s o f o ur  st ra tegic and economic 
in terest,  i f So uth Afr ic a ha d been the one to  take  th e rol e w hich Cuba 
an d the Sov iets  have  take n,  we would  no t feel  as com pelled to  be 
there, wou ld we ? O r any  othe r co un try  bu t th e Soviet  Union  ?

Se cretary K issinger. I  have to ans wer th is  in two pa rts . I f  South  
A fr ic a had pla yed th a t role , it  w ould have n ot  ha d th e global im pact 
th a t a Sov iet an d Cu ba n act ion  had. But  it  would  have ha d a very 
pr of ou nd  Afr ican  im pa ct  an d th erefor e we would  ce rta inly  have 
opp osed—a nd  ve ry st ro ng ly  opposed—a un ila te ra l South  Afr ican  
in terven tio n on th e gr ou nd s th a t it  wou ld hav e underm ine d the 
mo derat e Afr ican  governm ents like  Zamb ia’s if  An go la were  tu rn ed  
in to  a So uth Afr ican  o utpo st.  So we would  have opposed  it  fo r d if 
fe re nt  reasons. But  de al ing wi th  So uth  Afr ica we would  hav e ha d a 
less  in tern at iona l co nf rontat ion.  I t  wou ld have been  a more ma nage
able co nfrontati on .

Se na tor B iden . Th e po in t I  am try in g to ge t to  is th at the global 
im pa ct  th at  th is  has , th a t you feel cal ls f or  a t le ast  in  th is  sit ua tio n o ur  
inv olv ement in  t erms of  b ackin g m ili ta ri ly , no t in  ter ms  of  troops or  
advis ers , bu t in  ter ms of  do lla rs,  an othe r fac tion. You  go at  gr ea t 
leng th  a nd  I  th in k lay  o ut  very  su ccinct ly your  well-known view w ith  
re ga rd  t o wh at Am eri can int ere sts  a re vis- a-v is the Sov iet Un ion  an d 
wl ia t th e f ree  w or ld’s ch ances are  vis-a -vis  th e U .S.  in volvem ent  in  th e 
confl ict.

Se cretary K issinger. O f course, my view wi th  respec t t o the Sov iet 
Un ion is a du al  tra ck . One I  hav e alw ays  beli eved very str on gly th at 
we mu st seek t o imp rov e re lat ions  a nd  n ot  base ou r rel ati ons on tr ad i
tio na l pa tte rn s of dip lom acy  because those in th e pa st  have alw ays 
led  to  w ar.  But  I also bel ieve t ha t the pol icy  o f rel ax at ion of  te nsions 
can succeed  only  fro m a posit ion  in which  the  sec ur ity  of  all  pa rti es  
is assure d, and in  wh ich  ne ith er  side  seeks to  impose a un ila te ra l 
ad va ntag e on the other. So th at is a som ewhat  complex appro ach.

Se na to r B iden . I  bel ieve it  i s a complex  appro ach. But  ul tim ately,  
ar e you no t descr ibing  the  t heory th a t peace is ind ivisib le ? W here in
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fact, the Soviet Union is—in whatever way—causing the  e limination 
of the state of peace or being involved in a confrontat ion that  our 
security rests upon our countering thei r actions.

Secretary Kissinger. I  would make a dis tinction between the situ a
tions such as Vietnam in which there were substantial  indigenous forces 
and indigenous organizations from a si tuation in which you are essen
tially  dealing with a foreign intervention at very large and very long 
distances in areas in which there have been no trad ition al Soviet, not 
to speak of Cuban interests. In  t ha t respect I do believe tha t peace is 
indivisible; that is to say that if the Soviet Union perceives that  i t is 
free to project its influence by milit ary means, unopposed, tha t then we 
will live in a world of great instability .

I am not saying th at political competition will not go on. Of course 
it will. And we have been engaging in political competition in many 
areas of the world. But the whole effort of the  policy of relaxa tion of 
tensions has been to limit the scope of this competition to political and 
perhaps to economic means until  it could be turned into a  more positive 
relationship. But if military means become again  the accepted s tand
ard, then eventual ly all intern ation al rest rain ts will disappear. That 
is my concern.

Senator B iden. Aly time is up.
I would like to pursue tha t in several o ther areas, i f we can get to 

another round  of questioning.
Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Senator Clark [presiding].  Senator McGovern?
Senator McGovern. Thank you.
Mr. Secretary,  as I understand it , you have argued here this morn 

ing that the strategic significance of Angola is really not at  issue; tha t 
is, the important question is how the U.S. response affects our credi
bility  as a world power. Is tha t correct ?

Secretary  Kissinger. I  would say tha t there is some st rateg ic sig
nificance to Angola. And i t is certainly a different world from th e one 
tha t existed many years ago when one looks at the  emerging s trin g of 
Soviet bases or areas they can use on both sides of the Afri can conti
nent. But my ord er of pr ioritie s, the concern is the overall impact on 
the nature of the world in which we live if these methods are permitted 
to continue.

Senator McGovern. Do you think our Ambassador to the U.N. migh t 
have slight ly overstated the strategic significance of  an MPLA vic
tory when he said it would jeopardize  freedom of the seas, and  con
stitute a threat to Brazil ?

Secretary  K issinger. Well, I am try ing  to  reduce the  flow of com
munications to the State  Department. I  am trying  to keep controversies 
to one a week. [L aughter.]

I would have put my order of prior ities in terms of the impact on 
the world equilibrium first and the stra tegic impact second; although I  
would not deny tha t there is a strateg ic impact too.

EXECUTIVE  AU TH OR ITY  IN  FORM UL AT ING  FOREIGN FO LICY

Senator McGovern. In  your statement, Air. Secretary, you said “I 
must note with some sadness that bv its actions, the Congress has 
deprived the President of indispensable flexibility in form ulat ing a 
foreign policy which we believe to be in our national interes t.”
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I think from what you told us here today and other things tha t you 
have said to members of the Foreign  Relations Committee tha t tha t 
is a mat ter of overriding concern with you, is it not ?

Secretary Kissinger. Well , I believe, Senator, leaving aside all of 
the disputes on specific policies on which serious people can differ, 
tha t the essence of foreign policy is design, timing,  proportion, which 
requires above all continuity and some overriding conception and with 
all respect the Congress is better organized to take individual deci
sions than to emphasize those qualities. And how to reconcile those two 
objectives, seems to me one of ou r big na tional problems righ t now. I 
believe a strong foreign policy requires  Executive authority .

Xow how tha t is related to congressional supervision is one that we 
should work out together.

Senator McGovern. I  th ink  the problem of your sadness over Con
gress depr iving you of some flexibility, Mr. Secretary,  is based on the 
fact tha t history did not begin with Angola.

Secretary Kissinger. That is true.
Senator McGovern. And the  experience of the Congress in granting 

too much flexibility has been an enormous disaster  in Indochina  tha t 
almost destroyed the credib ility of the United States. Here we really 
have a posture statement from you th at is a carefu lly thought out posi
tion by the administrat ion that the credibi lity of the United States as a 
power in the world is rea lly what is a t stake here. B ut I think  many 
Members of the Congress who are reluctant to give you the  flexibility 
tha t you ask for  are basing that on a bi tter  his toric experience.

Secretary K issinger. A nd I unders tand it. I t is clear the pendulum 
had gone too far  in the d irection of Executive authority  and th at led 
to decisions tha t were tragic. The danger now is t ha t the pendulum 
will swing too far the other way for very understandable reasons. 
But  we will be judged not by how well we understand the causes of 
our actions, but whether we can develop a mode of national action tha t 
is relevan t to our problem and whether we can transcend the past su f
ficiently to find the proper balance between the need for Executive au
thority  and the need for  congressional supervision.

I am not arguing for a retu rn to the situation tha t you have de
scribed. But I am also extremely concerned about the tendencies tha t 
have, however understandably, developed over the course of recent 
years as a result of the wa r in Vietnam, Watergate, and its  afte rmath. 
And I think  it  is a major  national problem to find the proper balance 
between Executive auth ority and congressional supervision in the 
period in which we live.

CONFLICTING STATEMENTS CONCERNING TJ.S. FOREIGN POLICY

Senator McGovern. I think, Mr. Secretary, it is not simply a mat
ter  of  finding a proper balance on procedure. It  is also a question of 
judgment as to what the foreign policy of the United States ought 
to be.

Secretary Kissinger. Certainly.
Senator  McGovern. You said a while ago, although it is not in your 

prepared statement and I hope I am not misquoting you, tha t yon 
feel tha t our country has now reached a consensus tha t we should 
not be involved in so-called wars of liberation tha t are basically of
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an indigenous quality. I think tha t you were drawing tha t as a cen
tra l lesson from Vietnam; tha t it is, in retrospect, a mistake for  us 
to have been so heavily involved there.

How do you square t hat  with the fact t ha t as recently as a y ear ago 
you and the President were here before the Congress plead ing for an
other billion dollars  in arms to try  to determine the outcome of that  
indigenous struggle in Southeast Asia ? Or tha t as recently as this  
week, the last Ambassador out there says it is the fau lt of Congress 
tha t Saigon fell. He was your represen tative in Saigon;  the last man 
to leave there. Y et he is testify ing before the Congress tha t had it not 
been fo r the Vietnam Resources Center influencing the Congress, that 
we would probably be still standing out there for the cause of freedom 
in Saigon.

IIow do you square th at with the conclusion tha t you give us today , 
tha t we have learned our lesson in Vietnam ?

Secretary K issinger. Last year we had two problems: One was th at 
the milit ary actions tha t were then taking place in South Vietnam 
involved—I forge t the figures now—either 18 out of 20 of  the North 
Vietnamese divisions—I know th at all except 2 of the existing No rth 
Vietnamese divisions were sent into the South in tota l violation of the  
Paris accords t ha t we had signed in 1973 with North  Vietnam tha t 
many other countries had endorsed. So what we were facing  there was, 
if not outside aggression, at least the total  violation of an armistice 
agreement that had been internationally  recognized. Second, the 
decisions that we made, we faced last year at tha t time, involved also 
how the United States would conduct itself in what we generally rec
ognize as probably  the  final phase of a national tragedy , and how the  
United States  should bring  this tragedy to an end.

And the real difference at the t ime was between those who believed 
tha t we should make every effort to give ourselves the maximum op
portunity to evacuate the largest number of Vietnamese and to evacu
ate the Americans there under conditions of maximum safety , or 
whether we should simply terminate  all of the assistance. I believe 
tha t—I think  in the briefings tha t I gave a t the time in executive ses
sion to many congressional committees—I made clear th at we had few 
illusions about the probable outcome of the milit ary operations that 
were then  going on, and tha t we were then rather concerned about 
another matte r.

Now, with respect to assessing who is to blame and at what phase 
of tha t operation, I do not  feel tha t tha t is an exercise in which we 
should now engage. One can always find individual decisions which 
have caused par ticu lar  events, but it is the overall effort t ha t has to 
be judged.

Senator McGovern. My time is up, Mr. Secretary. I am not in
terested in t rying to make any individual assessment of blame e ither.
I  believe in amnesty for all concerned in that miserable war. I  do 
think, however, that we have to understand tha t the reluctance of 
Congress to provide a free hand in Angola or elsewhere is related 
to history and that this is not something tha t is going to be cured 
overnight.

Secretary K issinger. And a free hand is not what is needed anyway: 
But a greater degree of confidence in long-range purposes must be 
established over a period of time.
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Senator  Clark. Sena tor Case ?
Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, I thin k these are very important hearings. T would 

like to pick up where Senator  McGovern was discussing basic questions 
with you. I do think , i f I may sav so before getting  into that,  most of 
your statement—and  i t is a very broad statement and a very compre
hensive one—is pretty much thresh ing old straw. Your complaint— 
you had  told Congress as much as they needed to know on many oc
casions, and the fact that  you regarded your disclosures in effect as 
stopp ing them from complaining because they did not complain at 
the time, your  feelings tha t i f we had not intervened in December you 
could have carried it out successfully—we accept or understand how 
you feel about this.

We happen to disagree. Th at is all. I  do not want to get into thresh
ing t ha t old straw again . I  do want to get to the po int of our purposes 
and yours of some rath er basic questions. Firs t of all. I  will leave aside 
the technical matter of supervision and oversight. T hat is being dealt 
with in other areas. This committee is deeply interested in having an 
input and we will I  am sure. But th at is not before us at the meeting 
today. Wha t is before us is this question of your  belief about the need 
for the President to have flexibility. This is very basic.

I  would like to put  out the possibility tha t in this country tha t is 
not what we are supposed to have. Th at is the difference between the 
United States of  America and everything th at has gone before it. I  am 
not sure that I would say this, but I think it needs to be admit ted as a 
hypothesis in our thinking and in our efforts to get together. Tha t 
hypothesis has several consequences. One is th at you should never get 
into an active opposition to a foreign country withou t doing it  in the 
open. I t does not always have to be an act of war and therefore does 
not always have to have congressional approval under the Constitution.

But anyth ing tha t involves money, I think,  should be done in the 
open.

I  am not yielding to the Russians’ constant probing to  find the weak 
spots. I  th ink we ought to answer tha t in an open way. The flexibility 
of the kind tha t you discuss, which implies the ability  of the adminis
trat ion to deal with covert activity, just  telling a few Members of 
Congress, get ting approval, I think all tha t is fine, but tha t does not  
answer the  question. The real question is whether the American people 
are going to be involved in  responses of a serious nature. I think th at 
is a very basic question.

We have to meet i t here. I think it is involved. I  wish you would 
comment on this because I do think that in this country we have a 
different kind of animal f rom the kind of governmental and sovereign 
state, and a n operation in the  world than ever went  before it, and th is 
is really  what  is, in a sense, involved here. Are the people going to 
continue to do what the founding fathers—and I  do not  apologize for 
using  tha t quaint, old expression—thought tha t this country was all 
about.

Secre tary Kissinger. Well, if  you look at American history, I  think 
you will find that in the field of foreign policy the President, since 
the  days o f the founding fathers , has exercised really unusual discre
tion, from the Monroe Doctrine to many of the-----
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Senator Case. But. you see, tha t was openly stated. The world go t it. 
The people got it. They could support it, or they could object to it at 
the time.

Secretary Kissinger. Yes, but it was proclaimed before it  was r at i
fied by the  Congress. It  was stated as an American policy.

Senator Case. Yes, stated, but s tated openly, and this is what I  am 
driv ing at.

Secretary K issinger. Let me differentiate the question of Executive  
discretion from the question of covert operations, which I  wi ll get to 
separately .

I believe an amount o f Executive discretion is essential in the sense 
tha t somebody has to speak for the United States  and when one con
ducts diplomacy, the  expectation of o ther countries th at the President  
or the Secretary of State, or whoever is designated to speak for the 
United States,  can. in fact, deliver on the  promises or the threa ts is 
essential for  the role th at the United States has set for itself.

Now, a wise President or Secretary of State will make certain to get 
the congressional approval and the public support  tha t he can muster, 
and, therefore, the idea that foreign policy can be designed in total 
secrecy and carried  out without anybody’s knowledge is one tha t is 
incompatible with our tradition, and I  think if we look over the actions 
of either Presidents or Secretaries of State, a g reat  effort is devoted 
to, maybe not enough, to gaining congressional and public support 
for  policies.

Now, there are areas of policy which are peculiar to the modern 
period, express in the area  of covert operations, which present peculiar 
difficulties because when publicly avowed, they  can e ither lead to ex
treme complexities or become totally unmanageable. Yet, they occur in 
an area  where, first, c ur opponents are active and, second, one tha t has 
become, because of  the par ticu lar aspects of the modern period, espe
cially vulnerable.

We have not yet found a good solution for the hand ling of covert 
operations. The committees th at were briefed were not selected by the 
admin istrat ion. They were established bv the Congress last year. I t was 
not the  administra tion which selected whom to brief on Angola. I t was 
the Congress which had established these par ticu lar procedures to 
which we adhere.

Now, that,  I admit, presents problems which we have to consider. 
On the basic problem of public support and congressional support for 
foreign policy, I believe tha t on these main purposes of foreign policy, 
the fundamental objective, the fundamental commitment, there has to 
lie total disclosure. On the day-to-day tactics, a certain amount of  con
fidentia lity is necessary until at least a point of potential  decision is 
reached, at which, again, the processes of the Congress and of the pub
lic must operate.

So, it is very hard to draw any absolute distinction, but all democra
cies in history have had the problem of how to reconcile the ir demo
cratic procedures with the need for authority, especially in the field of 
foreign policy, and it is one to which there is no easy answer.

Senator  Case. I understand that, of course, but I  did not want to get 
too deeply into detail, even in  questions as to what the  next step is, 
which we will be very glad to get your recommendation on. Tour only
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new point was that you might  consider recommending overt assistance. 
That has not became a recommendation at th is point, so I d id not ques
tion you about it.

Secre tary Kissinger. I thin k the chairman will confirm that I was 
asked to explain the reasons for our Angolan policy, and tha t I 
responded.

Sena tor Case. Oh, yes; I  agree. I  t hink  it  has been most helpfu l to 
have you here and also to give us a chance to explain to you what we 
think it looks like from our side, and I emphasize that we are of the 
same opinion still as to the wisdom of the action the Senate took, and 
just one other point before I  go to vote.

I do not feel tha t the policy is necessary, but that  the situation was 
not the same in July  as i t was late r in December.

Secretary K issinger. Th at is correct.
Senator Case. And tha t a failure to make overt objection, part icu

larly  when we are under the restriction  of secrecy to what was pro
posed in Ju ly. I never felt, and do not still feel that it  stopped us from 
objecting in December, when we all knew what the s ituation  was. Tha t 
is all.

Secretary K issinger. Let me make clear. I am not saying th at Mem
bers of the Congress who failed to object at earlie r periods had no 
rig ht to object in December. Tha t is not my concern. My concern is that 
at a time when we were in the middle of a diplomatic operation, which 
we believed would take another G weeks to complete, whether ano ther 
means could have been found, or whether enough time could have been 
given to complete this regardless of whether Members of Congress had 
previously expressed the ir view, but, in any event, this  is now in the 
past  and not a great deal is gained by going over it. But I agree, for 
example, tha t Senator Biden’s account of what we presented in J uly  is 
essentially what our percept ion of it was in Ju ly, and that  the magni
tude of the Soviet effort and the lengths to which the Soviet Union was 
prepared to go were not clear to us until later in  October, so that the re
fore we did not agree.

Senator  Case. And tha t led to deterioration on the other side, too.
Secretary K issinger. That is correct.
Senator Case. Thank  you, Mr. Secretary. Sorry,  I have to run off 

now.
Senator Biden [pres iding]. Mr. Secretary, I understand tha t Sen

ator  Pell and Senator Jav its  have not asked questions yet, and tha t 
they are on their way. I  do not know i f you can stay.

Secretary K issinger. I can stay another 20 minutes or so.
Senator Biden. They’re on th eir way. They should be here shortly. 

If  I  could pursue the line o f questioning tha t I  have followed before 
until  they arrive, with rega rd to the destabilizing effect of Angola 
dominated by an MPLA, dominated by the Soviet Union-----

Secretary Kissinger. May I  make a distinction here, Senator?
Senator B iden. Yes, please.
Secretary K issinger. It  is not tha t the U nited States cannot survive 

in an Angola dominated by the  MPLA and even an MPLA dominated 
by the  Soviet Union, it is ra the r the pr inciple th at is established th at 
the Soviet Union has, in effect, imposed with 11,000 Cuban troops a 
government in such a country , and tha t, as a result, other countries
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threatened with the poten tiality  or the actua lity of s imilar interven
tion m ight adju st thei r policies to it.  Tha t concerns us the most. 

Senator Biden-. Thank you. I  will yield to Senator Pell.
Senator Pell [pres iding] . Thank you very much, Senator Biden. 

SOVIET INF LUENCE IN  AFRICA

Mr. Secretary,  I think Sena tor McGovern mentioned the pas t is 
obviously prologue to the future . I repeat that pat  s tatement, and I 
asked the Lib rary of Congress to look into the record of Soviet i nte r
vention abroad since World W ar IT. These a re figures t hat  you know 
better than  I, but there have been 20 nations throughout the world 
where the Soviets have, rath er than succeeded, failed, to  either ma in
tain  or to  expand th eir influence. In  Af rica  alone, you have the events 
tha t took place, and I will read a lis t: Zaire, Ghana, Mozambique, 
Nigeria. Mali, E gyp t, and the Sudan, all areas where the Soviets had a 
reasonably dominant influence a t one point , and all areas where they 
were pushed back.

It  would seem to me th at in th is case where we all agree there  is no 
strategic or immense American nationa l interest involved, th at if the 
Soviets did move into Angola, d id succeed in having  a dominant  role, 
did bleed themselves dry in their efforts to do this and in other part s 
of the world, that  the force of  A frican nationa lism is such tha t in a 
very few years the Soviets would find that  the resul t would be th at 
Angola would be added to tha t list of African nations  in which they 
have been pushed out.

Why is this not, looking ahead into the futu re—and you, I  know, 
are much more of an histor ian than  I  am—in all probability the 
scenario th at will develop if we just sit back and let the Soviets hang 
themselves ?

Secretary Kissinger. F irs t of all, going through  your list of coun
tries, in Zaire, the Soviet Union was not pushed out without  some 
efforts by the United  States. In  Eg ypt , it  was at  least the  surrounding 
policy of  the United States tha t had some effect on Egyp tian  percep
tions of the util ity of sole reliance on the Soviet Union. I n the other 
countries you mentioned we are talk ing about Soviet diplomatic in
fluence that had been achieved throu gh economic aid, in some cases 
through mili tary  aid, but throu gh normal exercises of state-to-state 
relationsh ips, and while we were not happy with it this was not a 
matte r which we would feel would require the active opposition o f the 
United States.

What we face, however, in Angola—and, if, as I  have said before, 
the MPLA had come to power in Angola  the way that FRELIMO 
came to power in Mozambique, it, again,  would not  have provoked any 
significant American  response. Wh at concerns us in Angola is tha t 
we are facing  11.000 combat troops  in a country like Angola. Th at is 
a massive force. Th at is a larger force than the entire  MPLA possessed 
at this time last  year. I think in December 1974 they had 4,000 ; in 
March they went up to 10,000, and there are more Cubans there now 
than  the entire  MPLA had  in its forces by the middle of  the year. Tha t 
is a milita ry intervention of a. significant kind.
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EXT ENT  OF SOVIET/CUBAN INTERVEN TION ASSESSMENT

Sena tor P ell. Could I  interrupt for 1 second there? In  connection 
with those figures, you mentioned the 11,000 Soviet-Cuban troops, and 
earlier you mentioned $200 million. Would other intelligence services 
agree with  your assessment as to the extent o f th at intervent ion ?

Secre tary K issinger. I  would th ink so. I have no independent means 
of checking tha t, but I have never seen these figures contested. The 
sum we now have for total equipment is about $179 million. It  is not 
quite $200 million. Therefore, whatever happens to the Soviet in
fluence there eventually, i t is the mere fact t ha t they were prepared to 
go to these lengths to ins tall a government th at must affect the calcula
tions of countries like Zaire, Zambia, all of the francophone states, as 
well as countries in Europe and in Asia, and we have considerable 
evidence to that.

Second, if you look a t the evolution of Soviet influence in  Africa, 
it is tru e they have lost in some countries where they had been power
ful, but it is also true  tha t if  you compare their situation today to what 
it was 20 years ago, they have been able to sustain an a irli ft into An
gola by using bases in Guinea, Congo-Brazzaville, and elsewhere, and 
tha t, too, is a fact. I f you look at the secular trend tha t, too, is a reality.

Fina lly,  what we wanted to do in Angola is to make it as costly as 
possible for them, along the lines tha t you suggested, to discourage 
futu re adventures of a similar kind.

Sena tor Pell. What I am t rying to unders tand more clearly is the 
order  o f p riorities because la st year in Portugal the Soviets were en
gaged pre tty heavily financially, if not with manpower, and in the 
early 1970's, they certain ly were engaged in Egypt  where they had 
SAM ("surface to air  missile] missiles directed  a t our ally Israel and 
also where they had in excess of  20,000 soldiers and, yet, we did not 
feel compelled to bring  this to the point of almost confrontation tha t 
the admin istrat ion would like to do in this case. W hat  would be the 
difference, and, incidentally, I  can add, than k God we did not inte r
fere in Portugal because the good sense of the Portuguese have handled 
the situat ion themselves, apparently , for the time being a t least.

Secre tary Kissinger. Well one reason we did not  want to make this 
an overt action is precisely to avoid a public confronta tion and to pe r
mit a solution of it wi thout br inging i t to the  point  of open confronta
tion, and we would have fa r preferred to handle the situation in 
Angola similar to th at of Portugal,  in which a combination of the ex
pressions of our concerns, p lus whatever advice we were able to give, 
helped improve the climate.

I  would say, however, as a general rule, th at  the attem pt to expand 
the Soviet sphere has been more effectively centered when the  United 
State s made i t clear where the lines were and found itself in a position 
to take an act ion relevant to the  local situat ion.

Sena tor P ell. You thin k that philosophy or viewpoint which is 
absolutely correct, in the years tha t I was an employee of your De
par tme nt and living in Eastern Europe and it  was correct in the 1940’s 
and 1950’s, still applies in th e 1970’s and 1980’s?

Secre tary Kissinger. I  would hope tha t the policy of relaxation of 
tensions with the Soviet Union reaches a po int where the proposition
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will not have  to be tested, bu t if,  in fact, the  policy is disregarded to a 
point,  as i t lias in  Angola, I would th ink it applies, yes.

Senator P ell. Thank you very much.
Sena tor Clark [presiding] . Senator Javi ts.
Senator J avits. Thank you very much.

POLICY OF HELPING WEAK NATIONS RESIST AGGRESSION

Mr. Secretary , one thin g strikes me very sharp ly about your s tate
ment. The challenge, it seems to me, the fundamental policy of the 
United States  is th is : You used the words “only i f Soviet lack of re 
strain t carries the ri sk of counteraction.”

If  you then also follow this  fur ther on in your statement—and I 
only use the specifics because the thoughts are very clearly in your 
mind, you will see again a kind of summation of  tha t view. “A demon
stra tion  o f a  lack of resolve could lead the Soviets to a g reat miscal
culation, thereby plunging us into a major confronta tion which neither 
of us wants.”

Is i t your  belief and th at of the administration policy that wherever 
the Soviet Union moves hastily , as it did in Angola, we must commit 
ourselves to counter it , t ha t we must back up with whatever is neces
sary to let the Soviets know they cannot get away with  it by using 
Cuban troops? So the question I ask you is, Is it the administra tion’s 
view tha t we must counter, whatever it takes, a hostile move by the 
Soviets where it affects—and I will take your definition—a people 
who simply cannot resist them and will be overwhelmed and will 
thereby be governed by some form of Communist state ?

Secretary K issinger. Well, it is certainly the administrat ion’s view 
that the Soviet Union must not be given any assurance tha t it can 
use its military forces in an aggressive way without  ru nning the  risk 
of encountering the United States. Whether what we will precisely 
do in each circumstance, tha t I am not prepared to say, but we must 
certainly discourage the proposi tion tha t the Soviet Union has the 
right to deplay its mil itary forces into other part s of the world 
or use the milita ry forces of its client states in an aggressive manner 
withou t serious risks because, if we do not do this, we will sooner 
or late r find a situa tion eithe r of  miscalculation or of such an erosion 
of r estr aint where we will then have to take much more drastic  action 
under  much more serious circumstances.

IS EQUAL CONSIDERATION NECESSARY?

Senator J avits. Does that action necessarily have to be action equal 
to what the Soviet Union takes? In other words, they a re moving with 
mater ial, military mater ial, and troops who are thei r agents. Must 
we counteract in tha t place w ith milit ary material and some form of 
mili tary  force if nothing else will do ?

Secretary Kissinger. Th at depends on the local situation. We have 
to react in some relevant form to the provocation. It  is hard  to predict 
from case to case, and I would not insist on one rule for all 
circumstances.

Sena tor J avits. For example, Cuba has just been readmitted to 
the  OAS [Organ ization of American States] in a sense. She was
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readm itted because she seemed to be having relatively peaceful in
tentions toward L atin America, no more Che Guevara activities. Now 
Cuba has material ly endangered  the peace of the  world, and extraor
dina ry action, not unequivalent to what brought on the 1962 crisis, 
at which Kennedy called the tu rn on the Soviet Union and Khrushchev 
turned his ships around.

Why  should we not lean on the OAS and on the whole inter- 
American system to throw out Cuba ?

Secretary Kissinger. Well, technically Cuba has not been readmit
ted to the OAS. Technically what the OAS has done was to vote 
to rat ify  its existing practice which was that  any state in the hemi
sphere had the right to reestablish relations with Cuba at its own 
discretion. But it has not readmit ted, Cuba has not been readm itted 
specifically to the OAS. The problem we have—it is our impression— 
and I would be interested also to get the Senator's impression from 
his tri p to Latin America—tha t several Latin American States are 
profoundly  concerned about-----

Senator J avits. Excuse me, just 1 second, please.
I am sorry, please proceed. How much time do you have, Mr. 

Secretary ?
Secretary K issinger. At most 10 more minutes.
They are profoundly concerned about Cuban actions and what it 

may foreshadow in the Western  Hemisphere. At the same time there 
are also many countries that  for tlicir own domestic reasons, thei r 
own sense of security, may not be prepa red to make great public 
declarations about this. I am planning  to  go to Latin America next 
month and I will get a be tter sense of the real point of view in  La tin 
America at tha t time. But T a lready know of several Latin American 
countries that are pro foundly concerned about what is going on with 
Cuban forces in Africa.

APIA’  SUPPOR T FOR U. S.  PO SIT ION

Senator J avits. Mr. Secretary, my own impression, and T have 
just been there—as you know—is that  you would probably find the 
same division in La tin America that you found with the Organization 
of Africa Unitv, about even. It is my considered judgment tha t the 
United States should nonetheless denounce what is being done, con
sider a motion tha t the OAS revoke its favorable action toward Cuba, 
and have, it out, I think  th at  is one of the things  we are learning, tha t 
if we are going to be outvoted, then we might as well do it fighting for 
what, we th ink is right,

Second, Mr. Secretary, is the same thing not true of NATO ? NATO 
has assiduously avoided the proposition tha t anything  outside the 
NATO geography is it s business. Now I  know Europe is very weak
ened and very worried about oil, but it, too. can stand up stronger tha n 
it has. And I will tell you this : as one Senator  who voted against 
American involvement in Angola, if we had had any help, i f we had 
had the. least demonst ration that others were with us, you might have 
gotten a very different result.

But  the fact is tha t T th ink the Congress: this is just  mv own feeling 
as one Senator, has just about had it with the proposition tha t it is 
up to us; everybody will hold our coat, but we have to do if alone. 
Now, somehow or other tha t nut has to be cracked and it will never
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bo cracked unless we stand up to it because we are the leader. What
ever our  decriers may say everywhere, and even the Secretary ’s tes ti
mony emphasizes that,  we remain the leader. They all look to us.

Secretary Kissinger. In defense of our NATO allies, I  must  say 
tha t I met with the NATO Council in the early pa rt of December 
and the re was a very large amount of support for the policies we were 
then pursuing, and some, I  would say, not announced assistance, not 
announced for the same reason th at we were trying to keep ou r sup
port  covert at that time. I  must say again, last week when I briefed 
the NATO Council upon my return from Moscow, I  found 13 of the 
15 foreign ministers  came to Brussels, which was an unusual demon
stration of solidar ity, and I would think  t hat  the basic analysis tha t 
I have presented here as to the nature of the Angola problem would 
be shared by the overwhelming majority of my colleagues in NATO. 

We are the leaders and we have a special responsibility.
Senator J avits. Mr. Secretary, I thin k w hat is coming through the 

world is th at we wish to be joined with others in our special respon
sibility, as you call it. It  seems th at the premise in their minds is that 
they can te ll us sotto voce, or in the  privacy of the chancery, tha t they 
are with us, as so many Asian nations  did during the Vietnam war, 
but they had better find out tha t tha t does not work anymore.

Just as Senator  Case made the strong  point with you tha t for good 
or ill. Congress is asserting a constitutional authority which it has not 
asserted in years, it is my judgmen t tha t the public wants our people 
to take the lead of making it overt instead of covert. There are lots 
of advantages to making it covert. The Russians demonstra te that.

But tha t is not our ball game. Our allies are going to have to make 
thei r support overt also. They have to realize tha t they will have to 
declare themselves with us and th at the quiet conversation will not do.

Secretary K issinger. But  again, I really have to say in defense 
of our NATO allies, who for the first time in a long time have been 
supporting us. the Briti sh Foreign Minister, the German Foreign 
Minister, the French Prime  Minister, all made public statements 
last week very much along the lines of what I am saving here.

[The following information was subsequently sup plie d:]
There appears to have been some doubt on the  degree of support our Angolan 

position has received from our NATO allies. Enclosed are statements by President 
Giscard d’Estaing  of France, British Foreign Secretary Callaghan and the report 
of a speech by German Foreign Minister Genscher which are representative  
of the public position taken by our allies. In addition, declarations  made pri
vately within NATO by our principal allies demonstrate a concern similar 
to our own with this attempt by the Soviet Union to establish themselves by 
force in th is new area.

State m ent by  F ren ch  P res id en t  G isca rd  d’E st a in g  on J a nuary  7, 19 76

The French Government condemns the massive shipment of war materia l, 
and, even more, of foreign troops which for several weeks has been openly 
observed in Angola. It  requests tha t it end. The continuation of such an inte r
vention would create a situation of permanent  tension and division in Africa, 
destroying the climate of peace which until now had accompanied independence, 
and would divert this continent from i ts primary ta sk of development.

State m ent by  B r it is h  F or eig n Secre ta ry  C all aghan  on  J anuary  7, 1976

At the end of this week, the Organization of African Unity will begin a meet
ing of the Council of Ministers and then of the Heads of State which will have 
an important bearing on the futu re of Angola. Her Majesty’s Government has,
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on a number of occasions, welcomed the efforts which the  OAU has devoted to 
the difficult problem of Angola and wishes the coming meetings every success.

For thei r part,  Her Majesty’s Government has been following with close 
atten tion  and increasing concern the  fighting in Angola which has caused heavy 
loss of life, much human misery and considerable damage to the economy of 
Angola. Her Majesty’s Government has consistently opposed the intervention of 
all foreign armed forces in Angola and has made strong representa tions to gov
ernments involved. In order to prevent further  bloodshed and destruction, and 
to give all the people of Angola an opportunity to determine thei r own future 
freely without outside intervention, Her Majesty’s Government calls for an 
immediate ceasefire, the withdrawal of all remaining foreign forces and the 
ending of supplies of weapons and military material.

Report op th e Statement by German F oreign Ministe r Gensciier  on J anu
ary 23, 1976 (part of an unc las sified cable from th e A merican Consulate, 
Brem en, Germany ;

Gensciier said firmly tha t the FRG cannot remain indifferent when attempts 
are being made in Africa to supplant classical colonialism with a form of “ideo
logical colonialism.” Detente, he said, was being threatened by direc t and indirect 
interventions designed to carve out new spheres of influence in the Thi rd World. 
He admonished t hat the countries of the Third World should beware tha t they 
did not win their  freedoms from old dependence only to fall prey to new ones.

Senator J avits. Mr. Secretary, I am very glad to learn that.  You 
have indicated tha t perhaps  they gave us some actual help too.

But as T say, I  think these are not black and white. I t ought to be 
clear tha t one of the reasons why there is a sense of hesitation on the 
part of Congress is that we simply feel that it is high time tha t there 
be a partnership for the responsibili ty, whether  in blood or money i t 
has got to be a partnersh ip which encompasses sacrifice as well as moral 
support.

I can only say, Mr. Secretary, tha t nobody is more dedicated to 
these alliances than  you a re, and I feel exactly  the same way. It  has 
been my whole life. B ut I  must recognize the fact now—our chairman 
would like me—oh, there he is—I would jus t like to ask one other 
question. I  think too th at there needs to be a clear understanding of 
this matter of repor ting to or advising a small group in each com
mittee, like our own committee. The Secretary  has certain limitations 
as to the number of people he advises and I would like to introduce into 
the record, if I may, ask unanimous consent, section 062 the Foreign 
Assistance Act which specifies exactly what  we desire the Department 
to do respecting the reporting  of intelligence activities and to urge the 
Secretary  in his coming discussions with our committee to come to an 
agreement between the Executive and the Congress.

[The info rmation  referred to follows:]
Section G62 of th e F oreign Assistan ce Act of 1961, as Amended

Sec. 662. Limitation on Intelligence Activities.— (a) No funds appropriated 
under tlie authority of this or any other Act may be expended by or on behalf 
of the Central Intelligence Agency fo r operations in foreign countries, o ther than 
activities intended solely for  obtaining necessary intelligence, unless and until the 
President finds t hat  each such operation is important to the national security of 
the United States and reports, in  a timely fashion, a description and scone of such 
operation to the appropriate  committees of the Congress, including the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the United States Senate and the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the United States  House of Representatives.

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of this section shall not apply during 
milita ry operations initia ted by the United States under a declaration of war 
approved by the Congress or an exercise of powers by the President under the 
War Powers Resolution.
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Senator J avits. The Congress is asserting power and we have to 
have perhaps bette r procedures than  we have had. I can understand  
the Secretary’s feeling, having briefed so many. But the law says th at  
in th at regard he is to give us a description of  what is being done. We 
found in Vietnam, where the re was the Gulf of Tonkin resolution, th at 
tha t was no t enough. A nd so I  hope very much that you will work on 
tha t with us.

And I would like to say finally tha t I thoroughly  agree with the 
Secretary, with my colleagues, of our rehashing of history. We have 
all suffered. Both Congress and the  Execut ive have made serious mis
takes. But it is a watershed year, and I hope the  President will find 
a wav to communicate the fac t to us, al though it  is a Pres ident ial y ear 
and though he is a candidate. We are prepared and he must be prep ared  
to make those decisions now because they simply will no t wait.

Thank you, Senator.
Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

GLOBAL MON ROE DOCTRIN E

Senator  B iden [pres iding]. Mr. Secretary,  you have s tated and re
stated the position with regard  to the effect of nonmatching by the 
United States and the relationship between the  United States and the 
Soviet Union. It  seems to me, if I may be so bold, that you have restated 
a global Monroe Doctrine. You, in effect, said, as I  understand it, only 
a Soviet lack of res traint carries the r isk of counteraction and I quote 
that from tha t portion of your statement that was read by Sena tor 
Jav its and from other  portions of your statement.

For example, “When one grea t power attempts to obtain special 
positions of influence based on mil itary  interventions, the other power 
is sooner o r late r bound to act to offset this advantage in some other 
place or manner.”

I am not sure, obviously, whether we are capable of extending the 
Monroe Doctrine globally. I  do not know how it differs from tha t basic 
document that  we relied on in the 19th century.

Secretary K issinger. I said in reply to a question of Senator Javits , 
lhat the United States  should not say in advance what i t would not do 
in the case of specific Soviet mili tary  movements. But the  dilemma is 
tha t if we say tha t anything  else out of Europe  and Jap an is open to 
Soviet mili tary  action, then we will be invi ting that very milit ary 
action. Tha t will sooner or later create an international  situat ion in 
which the overall balance is so shifted against us that it will eithe r 
require the most massive exertions and turn us into a milita ry garrison, 
or lead us into some sort of confrontation. That is not a doctrine in 
my view. Tha t is a reality.

Senator Biden. Bu t does tha t not assume, Mr. Secretary, that  i f in 
fact the Soviets exer t influence on any part of the world, other  th an 
Europe or J apan, that it is going to tip  t ha t balance you are talk ing 
about? What difference does it  make whether or not the Soviets-----

Secretary Kissinger. We are talking  about the use of mil itary  force 
to achieve thei r aims.

Senator Biden. Even the use of milit ary force. Xow you are as
suming the use of milit ary force backed by Soviet dollars  an d/or  
troops.

67- 055 — 76------ 4
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There is no place in the world where that  can be done where it is 
not going to at least begin to tip  the balance.

Secretary Kissinger. I do not want to say tha t there is no place, 
but I do not want to say in advance what the place is.

U.S . INTERESTS AT VARIOUS STAGES OF ANGOLAN SITUATION

Senator Biden. You do sav in advance, do you not, tha t we must 
discourage the Soviet Union? This was Senator Javit s’ point, must 
that  discouragement th at you referred to only be one tha t dictates an 
equal amount of movement on the pa rt of the United States. You say 
it depends on the  local situation as to how much discouragement we 
are going to supply. But there is no possibility under your theory here, 
is there, for us to take no action ?

I mean some action must be taken and it seems to me th at maybe it  
might  be bet ter—it is ve ry presumptuous of me in light of my aged 
33 and lack of experience to suggest an alterna tive route, but I am 
going to do that because I ’m elected in the same manner all Senators 
are. It  seems to me it  migh t be better for us to  determine where our 
interests really a re ; leave our allies to understand tha t we are not back
ing out of the world;  setting out  what  we can do and what we cannot 
do and setting  about doing it;  rath er than  gettin g into the situation  
like Angola.

For example, my recollection was refreshed while I  heard the  test i
mony today. The first time I sat down with the CIA in a briefing, and 
then later the State D epartm ent, the justification for the involvement 
in Afr ica had no thing to do with the Soviet Union at th at point. Th at 
was a low pr iority as sta ted to me. The high prio rity  was tha t there 
will be destabilization of Africa because fr iendly  African  States will 
feel tha t maybe we do not have the resolve to help them; specifically 
Zambia and Zaire were cited to me.

Then 2 months later I was told that  the justification was our s tra 
tegic interest and we. heard at least a feeble attempt to backup tha t 
statement of  the sealanes and Brazil and now we hear  that  the justifi
cation which I assume was all along the global consequences of our 
failu re to exercise that  bit of discouragement, whatever level of d is
couragement it is, in Angola, and almost anywhere else in the world. 
And that, just leaves unanswered questions when you talk to us about 
the need for the Executive to be the prime mover of foreign policy, 
which I  agree it must be.

But it does not  answer questions when it  is left tha t open ended as 
to how much, how long, what are the chances, and will we succeed, 
even if in fact your Monroe Doctrine extension is correct.

Since I do not have any more time, you do not have to answer. I 
just  gave mv lit tle speech and want it on the record though.

I think this is, although a rationa l not a wise course of conduct to 
pursue either in Angola or anywhere else in the world if tha t is the 
imperative bv which we operate.

Secre tary K issinger. I  would like to touch briefly on this problem.
Fir st,  the  various briefings you received, leaving aside the addiction 

to a word which has entered common usage t ha t I am not part icu
larly fond of, it was a serious consideration for us in Ju ly and August 
of what the impact on Zaire and Zambia would be and it is perfectly
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natural. These arc key countries in Africa and anybody conducting for
eign policy has to be concerned with  them. At  th at point th e level of 
Soviet in terven tion was very considerable but not yet as massive as it  
is today. And so it  is quite possible tha t the relative  priorities can be 
stated in  di fferent ways at different times.

The basic objectives have been substantia lly as described here. 
Senator Biden. Some might argue tha t the  statement of the or igina l 

objective caused the action on the pa rt of the Soviets which in turn 
required us to state  a new objective and escalate our nations. I do not 
want to debate that with you now but at least some would state  t ha t 
and i t should be noted.

Secretary  Kissinger. But I would disagree with it.
Senator B iden. I am sure you would.

U. S.  WORLD INT ER ESTS

Secretary K issinger. W ith respect to the other questions; what are 
our American interests in the world ? Of course we have to define our 
interests and of course we have to decide where to act and in what 
manner. But it is also true tha t the  United Sta tes, as the most cohesive 
country in th is free world, as the strongest  country in the free world, 
has an obligation  tha t reali ty imposes on it tha t cannot be expressed 
in doctrine or avoided by sta ting  a counterdoctrine. Anybody conduct
ing foreign policy will have to be judged by his perception of re ality 
and by the degree he attempts to shape it.

We then will have to see whose perception was right . I t is the  view 
that I have expressed here: it is t ha t if you take action at an early 
phase in the changes of equilibrium, you face a more ambiguous de
cision but a lesser investment. You always have the choice of waiting 
while the thr ea t becomes overwhelming. In tha t case you will have 
gained inward assurance and you will have to pay a much higher price. 
Any nation can make that  choice anywhere along the line.

Senator Biden. We sta rt from the same basic premise, you and I, 
which may distu rb you. I f we continue with the course o f exercising 
that obligation, we will by definition have eliminated the abili ty to 
fulfill t ha t obligation. Tha t is, we need to stay the strongest, we need 
to stay involved in the world. And it seems to me tha t we must decide, 
to use tha t tr ite  phrase that became so much in vogue in the 1960's, the 
‘‘policeman of  the world." We are going to be sure tha t we aren’t the  
strongest nation  in the world;  in fact, that we have lost some of our 
impact around the world among our allies in the free world.

Secretary  K issinger. I t depends what it  is we are tryi ng  to police. I 
am not saying we have to police every situation. But we cannot  be 
indifferent to the use of Soviet-----

Senator  Biden. In pr ivate sometime I  would like to find out whether 
there is any place in the whole wide world where it  would not make 
any difference.

My time is up.
Secretary Kissinger. My difficulty is tha t I should have left h alf  an 

hour ago.
Senator Clark [presid ing]. IIow would it  be i f Senato r Pe rcy and 

I agree to ask only one question each ?
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Secretary K issinger. Probab ly each will ask a devastating question. 
Sena tor Clark. Not at all.
Sena tor Percy. Mr. Chairm an, t ha t is in addition  to th e two th at I 

left  ha ngin g beforehand, which can be answered in one or two words.

OFFSETTIN G SOVIET INVO LV EM EN T IN  MID -DECEM BER

Senator Clark. Mr. Secretary, I would like you to explain as pre 
cisely as you can what p art  of the $28 billion th at you requested for the 
use of Angola would have been used in mid-December to overcome, T 
thin k what you described a t that time as almost $200 million on behalf 
of the Soviets. Some 11,000 Cuban t roops were there: 400 Russian ad
visers. What reason is there  that  our contributing  $28 million more, 
without technicians, without troops, would have really forced the 
Soviets into a coalition or  brough t about the stalemate that  would have 
been necessary to do that ?

Wasn’t the $28 million really only the beginning? Would tha t have 
really turned the situation around^ I mean in  your judgment.

Secretary K issinger. In my judgment, which I held  at the time, one 
I did not invent afterward , in my judgment we were then on a course 
which would have had a good chance of resolution at the OAU meet
ing;  perhaps not the most b rill ian t outcome in the world, b ut which 
would have restored the issue to  essentially African dimensions and 
removed the superpowers from it. Had  this failed, we would then have 
to decide—we would certainly not have been able to continue it as a 
covert operation—and we would then have had to decide what degree 
of overt involvement we W’ould undertake in Ang ola; or whether we 
should brin g pressures in some other way; or what position to take.

I t was my judgment a t the time—or my sense a t the time tha t the 
possibility—if it appeared that  no decisive victory could be achieved 
as a result of the October escalation of the  Soviet Union and Cubans, 
tha t the possibility for  negotiation  existed.

Senator Clark. As you look at the future, do you feel tha t even 
with that $200 million, with the  11,000 troops and so for th-----

Secretary Kissinger. I  look at the futu re now, th at another escala
tion has occurred and that formal positions have been taken by the  
Soviet Union tha t were not taken prio r to the middle of December. 
We have a much more difficult problem and I do not believe the $28 
million will do i t now. Therefore I have s tated the request for overt 
assistance in a much more cautious way.

Senator Clark. And in that  s tatement of the possibility of coming 
to Congress for overt aid, certain ly you do not feel t ha t additional 
funds  would be enough, that you certa inly could not offset troops and 
advisers and so forth only wi th money; th at we could not absorb hun
dreds of millions of dollars.

Secre tary Kissinger. We would like to sit down wi th a number of 
the interested  parties in the Congress and give them our assessment 
of th e situation without at first making a recommendation;  just  so we 
can achieve a common assessment.

Senator  Clark. Senator Percy ?
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CHI NES E ROLE IN  ANGOLA; SOVIET REACTION TO U.S. ATTITUDE

Senator  Percy. Mr. Secretary,  I  would like  to  ask  one othe r some
what re lated question, if we could give you time now to respond on the 
questions before: China and it s role, discussions you might  have had  in 
China with Prem ier Teng about thei r role, what their  intentions  a re ; 
and if it  is true  they have in a sense withdrawn, why did they choose 
to withdraw ? And then the question of the reaction of the Soviets, Mr. 
Brezhnev, when you very forcefully made known to them wha t our 
attitude and feeling  was on their  role tha t they  are playing now in the 
civil war in Angola.

Secretary K issinger. With respect to the Chinese, all I am prepared  
to say in  a public session is that  their role there is more complicated 
than appears from the public press: and that  I do not believe tha t 
events there in Angola have been extremely encouraging to  them.

With  respect to the discussions with Mr. Brezhnev, I  believe if the 
Soviet Union ever thought of accommodation, it  could have done so 
only within the context of some balance of risks th at seemed plausible 
to those who had initia ted the action to begin with. That as the risks 
disappeared by our unila teral action, they had almost no basis for 
stopping w hat they  were doing, which has clearly succeeded and per 
haps had almost no basis for dealing with some of their client states.

And this is why these local balances are more complex than  some of 
the questioning has perhaps implied.

Senator P ercy. I s there anything f urt her  th at you could say about 
the Soviets ?

Secretary7 K issinger. We have certa inly made our view very clear. 
I hope very7 much tha t the Soviet Union will keep in mind the special 
responsibi lity two superpowers have to exercise re stra ints ; and tha t 
upon fur the r reflection of the conversations th at we have had and the 
grea t issues a t stake, tha t they may yet bring  themselves to exercise 
the re stra int th at  we feel the situation calls for.

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION ISSUES

Senator Percy. Mr. Secretary, I  will j ust take 30 seconds to ask you 
to reconsider your  decision, and I do it in this  open hearing wi th some 
regret because it is a subject th at you and I have discussed on the tele
phone. Sena tor Ribicoff, John Glenn, and myself have writ ten you 
twice. We have ha d st artl ing  testimony th is morning and  every day at 
these nuclear oversight hear ings.

Dr. Lillientha l says he is glad he is as old as he is. Eminent wit
nesses this morn ing have testified within the foreseeable fu ture  tha t 
they can foresee an exchange of nuclear weapons and the danger of 
that.  All of us feel so. I  have a great respect f or Secre tary Ingersol l. 
We only urge that  you reconsider your personal decision. The com
mittee will make itself available any time, any day that you see fit 
to testi fy. I say th at  not only in the  ligh t of Angola, a te rrib ly impo r
tan t problem, but in the ligh t of history. I think this will be a very 
small problem, relatively speaking, compared with the position the
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U.S. Government takes on proli feration of nuclear weapons and 
technology.

Secretary Kissinger. I  am testify ing practically every clay for the 
next 2 weeks.

Senator  Percy. No Secretary has ever testified as frequently or made 
himself more available. That is the only single request tha t I have 
made.

Secretary  Kissinger. If  you are not pressed for a part icular time 
frame, so tha t we can do it, say, over the next 4 weeks sometime, I will 
undertake, if you will give me the time, to prepare  a thoughtful s tate
ment tha t the subject requires. I think tha t the subject your commit
tee is addressing is among the two or three that  will most affect our 
fu tu re ; the question of proliferation. I  am intensely interested in it.

Senator  Percy. We are committed to report legislation concerning 
how we handle this  by March 1 on the floor.

Secretary  K issinger. The reason I declined was because my impres
sion was it had to take place before February 6, and my schedule 
simply does not permit it before February  6, since I am testifyin g every 
day T am in town. But i f you can extend it by a month and let me do it 
sometime in February  or early March.

Senator  P ercy. Sometime in February would be very he lpful.
Senator Clark. Mr. Secretary , there are several other questions tha t 

we will submit in writing.
[Additional questions and answers follow:]

Secretary K issing er ' s A ns we rs  to Additional  Que st ions  Subm itted 
by Senator  Clark

Quest inn 1. You have testi fied th at  you may come hack to Congress and ask 
us for  millions more to offset the  Soviets. In your judgm ent, can we overcome 
11.000 Cuban troops and 400 R ussian advisors withou t our  similar  involvement?

Answer. Wh at would have been achieved by a commitment  in December of 
less tha n $30 million as both a dem onst ratio n of our will and as effective support 
in the  field, would, of course,  be much more difficult now with  the number of 
Cubans so elevated and the  ba ttle  lines  so dra stic ally altered. We have never 
sought to “overcome” the Cubans and Russians with our modest supp ort but 
ins tead to achieve a balance on the  ground that  would lead to a negot iated  set
tlem ent and the  departu re of all foreign  forces. Equally, the re has neve r been 
any  inten tion of committ ing U.S. forces the re to counterac t the  Soviets and 
Cubans.

Question 2. You hav e said —in several ways—th at  we cannot allow the Soviets 
and  Cubans to succeed here.  Aren’t you saying that  we must match any esca la
tion, or are we simply going to thr eat en and back out?

Answer. I ’m sure you'l l agree th at  i t’s not  our  policy to make idle thr eat s, and 
no c redible foreign policy can be based on bluffing and posturing. We believed our 
covert, operation, by mid-December, had succeeded in caus ing a reanalys is on the 
port of the Kremlin and. despite the  presence of 5.000-6.000 Cuban troops a t that  
time, had  succeeded in achieving a very favo rable milita ry alignment. That cred 
ibil ity was lost when the  Soviets realized the  Congress would not supp ort the  
Adm inis trat ion in  a  covert milita ry program.

Question  3. His torically, African sta tes  have striv ed for non-alignment  and  
have resented ma jor  power effor ts to dic tate their  policies. For  example, the 
Soviet Union gave gene rous  a ssis tanc e to the libe ratio n struggle  in Mozambique. 
Bu t recen tly the  Mozambique government refused the  Soviet Union base pri v
ileges and publicly accused th e Soviet Union of pushing too ha rd.

Agostinho Neto and Savimbi  and Roberto told me that  they believe Angola 
should be non-aligned. Angola is wea lthy enough to preserve its independence 
of o utside donors.

Even if the Soviet-backed faction wins in Angola, do you believe it is likely  
th at  the Soviet Union wil l gain a pe rmanent foothold there?
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Answer. I am familiar  with  the  hypothesis which contends th at  in the  long 
run African na tio na lis t tendencies will rea sse rt themselves in Angola, and  force  
the  Soviet and  Cuban presence out. Perhaps. Bu t thi s is no more than  a hyp oth
esis, which it  is im pruden t to count on to base o ur policy.

In  any case, whatever  the  long run fa te  of Communist influence in Angola, 
the  Soviets will be seen thro ughout  Africa and  the  world to have intervene d 
to determine  the  dest iny of a fa r awa y land, and  to fix upon it a certa in set  of 
leaders, again st the  will of the  ma jor ity  of its  people. This  success  in th is  in
stance cann ot but  increase  the ir own willingness  to engage in such adventu res  
in the  future , and cann ot but  discourage  those who would seek to res ist  them.

While MPLA’s Afr ican  national ist tendencies may cause it  to refuse  to gr an t 
the USSR form al base rights, its  ideology, apprecia tion for Soviet ass ista nce  an d 
continued securi ty needs indicate  it  may provide the  same type of fac ilit ies  as 
Guinea, Congo and Somalia  now provide .

Question It' the  Soviet-backed faction  wins, couldn't the  United Sta tes  en
courage non-alignment  by attempting to establ ish  good rela tions with the  new 
government—as you a re  doing in  Mozambique?

Answer. The ques tion of rela tion s with a victo rious MPLA is complicated  by 
the na tur e of the  victory—MPLA is not winning the  war, Cuban troops wi th 
Soviet arm s are—a nd to recognize such a fa it  accompli would signa l th at  we really 
are n’t as dis turbed  by th at  action as we have said . Our ult imate  actio n wil l de
pend on the behavior of the MPLA internatio nal ly.

Question 5. Congress has provided money in the  recent foreign ass ista nce  bill 
specifically for  the  form er Portuguese colonies—including Angola when a gov
ernm ent comes to power.

The United  Sta tes  has provided sub sta nti al economic and mi litary  ass ista nce  
to Zaire  since 1906 ($205 million, not  inclu ding this ye ar’s requ est for  $40 m il
lion).  Pre sident  Mobutu has, in ret urn , been the  prin cipa l back er of the  FNLA.

On December 18, the New York Times repo rted that  the  40 Committee decided 
on J uly  17 to provide arms dire ctly  to Roberto and Saviinbi and to replace arm s 
that  had  previously been supplied by Zaire.

Do you know whether President  Mobutu was  supplying arms to the  FNLA 
between the  time of the  Portuguese coup and the time  of the  first  Russian ship 
ment of arms to the  MPLA? What commitments  and deliveries have we m ade  to  
replace Z airi an arm s provided  to  the  FNLA?

Answer. Zaire,  to our  knowledge, provided arms, tra inin g, bases, fun ds and  
polit ical suppor t to the  FNLA since 19G1 unti l the  present. We repo rted to  e ight 
Congressional committees  from Ju ly  to December w hat  we planned, through our  
covert  program, to accomplish.

Question 6. R atio nale for Keeping this  Covert.
The first  rep ort  of United States cover t ass istance  to Angola appeare d Sep

tember 25 in the  New York Times, giving some idea of the amounts of ass istance  
the  United  Sta tes  and  the Soviet Union were prov iding  and the  rat ion ale  for  
U.S. assistance. From  that  time  on, numerous rep ort s openly discussed U.S. 
“covert” involvement in Angola.

Since thi s was no longer a secret opera tion,  why didn’t the  Admin istratio n 
come openly to Congress  to explain it s Angola policy ?

Answer. Th at we were  assis ting  Angolans was not  officially acknowledged unt il 
mid-December. One objective of our  suppor t was implementation  of the  Alvor 
Agreements to form an Angolan government supported  by three contending fac 
tions, and thi s seemed more r eadily achieved by extending cover t assistance. This  
policy seemed headed for  success un til  l arge scale  Soviet and Cuban inte rve ntion 
tipi>ed the ba lance  ag ain st the forces we had been helping.

The Adm inis trat ion in fac t briefed eight Congressional committees a total  of 
24 t imes from July to December both abou t the covert program, and  the  ove rt 
aspec ts of o ur policies w ith respec t to  Angola.

Question 7. Repor tedly,  the  Admin istration wan ted to channel $28 million in 
the Mil itary Appropr iations Bill into  cover t milita ry ass istance  fo r Angola. Why 
was this requ est not  made openly?

Answer. An open requ est would have involved mi lita ry ass istance  funds for 
neighboring sta tes  to be spent  across their borders. This  would have  been con
trar y to existing U.S. laws and  would have created major  intern ational 
complications.

Question 8. Do you thin k it is wise to make a ma jor  commitment of Amer ican 
resourses and pres tige  to a mil itar y conflict withou t firs t seeking  approval of 
Congress and the  American people?
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Answer. The six appropriate committees of Congress were all briefed by the 
Administration after the decision was made but before implementation. At tha t 
stage, we were not clear about the extent of Soviet involvement and sought to 
avoid an open confrontation.

D et en te

Question 9. The Administration has argued tha t Soviet involvement in Angola 
is inconsistent with the U.S.-Soviet agreement to “refrain from efforts to obtain 
unil ateral advantage a t the expense of the other.”

Yet this agreement was signed on May 29, 1972, when the United States was 
conducting the largest bombing campaign of the Indochina war.

It did not prevent the United States from providing covert support to anti- 
Marx ists in Chile, or more recently—allegedly—in Italy.

It has not prevented the Soviet Union and the United States from arming 
opposite sides in the Middle East.

It  has not prevented assistance by both the United States and the Soviet Union 
to political parties  in Portugal.

Why has the Angola involvement been singled out as a violation of this 
agreement?

Answer. In Angola for the first time, the Soviet Union has  equipped and dis
patched a military expeditionary force to intervene in a conflict far  from its 
normal areas of security concern. A certain  degree of competition is inevitable 
between the U.S. and the USSR. The Angolan intervention, however, is clearly 
a serious attempt by the Soviets to impose a regime by force and to gain a uni
latera l advantage for themselves. This is clearly inconsistent with the Statement 
of Principles governing our bilate ral relations signed at the summit in 1972.

N eg oti ati on s

Question 10. When did the United States first formally approach the Soviet 
Union to protest its involvement in the Angola Civil War?

Answer. One of the purposes of a covert operation is to permit maximum flex
ibility  on both sides without the direct or public confrontation tha t would be 
required by a diplomatic exchange or an overt request for funds. When our sup
por t effort was fully underway in September 1975, I publicly mentioned our deep 
concern over the involvement of foreign forces in Angola. After other public 
warnings failed to bring an adequate response. I raised th is issue with the Soviets 
in late  October. I t was then raised  twice in November by me and by the Pres
ident  in December. There was some indication the public and private warnings 
had the effect of giving the Soviets pause, for between December 9 and 24, no 
Soviet planes delivered arms to the MPLA. It  was only afte r the Senate vote on 
December 19 cutting off funds tha t the arms flow recommenced.

Question 11. Why wasn’t the Soviet Union approached diplomatically when 
the  Administrat ion first discovered tha t it was providing substantial military 
assistance to the MPLA?

Answer. It  appeared to us th at  the early shipments of Soviet arms to the MPLA 
were merely par t of an effort to strengthen tha t group so it could compete mili
tar ily  with the then much stronger FNLA. It  w asn't  until later tha t the Soviet 
arms  deliveries to the  MPLA seemed to do more than achieve parity with FNLA. 
Once the Soviets had committed resources on th at scale, there w’ould have been 
no point in our raising the issue with them until  we had shown by our actions 
the  seriousness with which we viewed the situation. Having shown our willing
ness to counter Soviet actions, and having demonstrated to them the conse
quences of these actions, we could then discuss the  situation with some hope of 
a satisfactory  resolution. This point  was reached late last year.

Q uestion 12. Reportedly former Assistant  Secretary of State for African Af
fairs, Nathaniel Davis, urged that  the United States  mount a major diplomatic 
effort to achieve a settlement  of the Angola wa r rath er than provide substantial 
covert military assistance. Was this  option considered? On what grounds was it 
rejected ?

Answer. At the time (June and July of 1975) tha t our options regarding a 
future  U.S. role in Angola w’ere being studied, there was no “war” as such in 
Angola. Hostilities  involving the three  movements had until tha t time been 
largely  limited to the city of Luanda and its environs. What we saw taking place 
in that  period was a determined efFort by the Soviet-armed MPLA to expel the  
FNLA and UNITA (which commanded the loyalty of a majority of the pop
ulat ion)  both from the capita l of Angola and from participation in the transi-
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tional government set up under the Alvor Accord(s) in Janu ary.  MPLA then 
began its efforts to occupy as many of Angola’s sixteen dis tric t capita ls as 
l>ossible.

The various courses of action and the degree and nature  of possible American 
response to what  appeared to us as an increasingly patent Soviet power-play 
were examined a t g reat length by the concerned departments and agencies of the 
government.

We chose the option of covert support because, in i ts absence, the MPLA would 
have occupied all of Angola. The only method tha t could have set the  stage for 
effective diplomacy was to restore a measure of balance on the' ground.

It  is not t he policy of the Administration to reveal identi ties of th e numerous 
officers of several governmental agencies who were concerned at  various  stages 
with our Angolan policy or to comment upon the opinions such officers may have 
held on policy matters. The Congress may be assured tha t all viewpoints were 
registered and considered. The final decision was made in the light of what was 
deemed to be in the best intere st of the United States.

Question 18. South Africa: What precisely is our relationship with South 
Africa in this  conflict? Does the United States share intelligence with South 
Africa on a regular basis?

Answer. The United States did not encourage, and before the fact, had no 
knowledge of the South African intervention in Angola. We have publicly con
demned tha t intervention, and urged withdrawal of South African, Cuban and 
Soviet forces from Angola. South Africa is one of the many African countrie s 
with which we conduct exchanges of certain kinds of intelligence.

Question 1^. What is the extent of our  coordination with South Afr ica, either 
directly or through the factions tha t we are both supporting?

Answer. There has been no military or diplomatic policy coordination between 
South Africa and the United States, either directly or through UNITA or FNLA.

Question 15. Recently, there have been reports of the sale of six Hercules 
transpor t planes to South Africa. Are these or any simila r planes sold by the 
United States  to South Africa being used for transpor t in Angola? Wouldn't 
this be a violation of the arms embargo agains t South Africa?

Answer. The only Hercules t ransportat ion planes in the possession of the South 
African Air Force were sold to it prior to the implementation of our arms em
bargo in 1963. There are no restrictions on the use of these airc raft . To our 
knowledge no other U.S. origin airc raf t have been used by the South Africans  
in Angola.

Question 16. Apparently, South African troops fighting on the  side of the FNLA 
and UNITA have damaged the credibility of these factions in Africa. This was 
the main reason for Nigeria’s recognition of the MPLA and may have been the 
reason for other s tates’ recognition of the MPLA as well. Doesn’t it damage the 
United States image in Africa to be associated with South Africa in th is conflict?

Answer. Our position against  apartheid and in support of majority rule in 
Namibia and Rhodesia is well-known in Africa. While some African states per
ceived the dist inction between our  role in Angola and th at of the South Africans, 
others charged us with collaboration. Whether they really saw no difference or 
simply considered the charges useful politically is hard to say.

Question 17. One reason tha t has been given fo r preventing a victory for the 
Soviet-backed faction in Angola is tha t this faction might encourage liberation 
movements fighting against  racial  domination in Rhodesia and Namibia.

Is one of the reasons fo r United States involvement in this conflict to prevent 
fur the r violence in these southern  African countries?

Answer. The United S tates supports peaceful change in Namibia and Rhodesia 
and we believe the climate for such a change would be enhanced by a peaceful 
resolution of the Angolan situation. However, this was not the major  considera
tion in the adoption of our Angolan policy.

Question 18. Would an MPLA government in Angola be a grea ter thre at to 
peace and stabi lity in the region than a protracted, escalating Angola w ar fueled 
by outside assistance?

Answer. This question has been clearly overtaken by events. However, the 
states  most clearly affected by the  Angolan civil war. Zambia and Zaire, seemed 
to believe tha t thei r peace and stabili ty would be harmed by an MPLA takeover 
achieved by foreign Communist intervention. In any case, whatever policies were 
followed by an MPLA regime in Angola, the demonstrated abili ty of the USSR 
to impose a regime of its choice, and determine the  future of a country 6,000 miles 
from its borders can only have the most far-reaching consequences throughout  
Africa aud the  world.
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Question 19. Some reports have indicated that the United States initial ly be
came involved in Angola primarily to support President Mobutu. Was this the 
initi al reason for United States  involvement in Angola?

Answer. A number of factors, including the support of neighboring s tates and 
regional stability, were, of course, also considered but the principal reason for 
this commitment of U.S. resources was to convince the Soviet Union that i t could 
not intervene m ilitarily  so far  from its f ront ier with impunity.

Question 20. President Kaunda, at the OAU summit, reportedly discussed “the 
danger of intervention by the superpowers and thei r allies.” He stated : “Whilst 
these superpowers are trumpeting the end of the cold war era in their  bilateral 
relations, they a re at the same time sowing the seeds of discord in Africa.”

This appears to be a criticism of both Soviet and United States intervention 
in Angola, yet Adminis tration representatives have said tha t Zambia supports 
United Sta tes involvement in Angola.

Does Zambia support United States mili tary assistance to factions in Angola?
Answer. I cannot speak directly for the Zambians, but I can say t ha t Zambia, 

along with other states, told us i t supported our efforts to achieve a compromise 
solution in Angola and tha t Zambia, along with Zaire, asked the U.S. to provide 
assistance to UNITA and FNLA.

Question. 21. Adminis tration representatives have argued tha t one reason for 
preventing an MPLA victory in Angola is the damage Angola can do to Zaire’s 
and Zambia’s economies with i ts control over the Benguela Railroad.

Won’t the Benguela Railroad be closed as long as the war  l as ts ; and won’t a 
long war do more damage to Zambia’s economy than an MPLA government?

Answer. It  is our understanding  tha t Zambia has a grea ter concern over the 
political nature  of the power which exercises eventual permanent control over the 
railroad than it does over the short-term economic difficulties. A Soviet-backed 
MPLA controlling Zambia’s princ ipal access to the sea has great  implications for 
Zambia’s future.

Question 22. If the Adminis tration is so concerned about economic stability in 
Zambia, why has it not offered Zambia balance of payments assistance at a time 
when copper prices and the closing of the Benguela Railroad have caused serious 
problems for Zambia’s economy?

Answer. All hough the Adminis tration is genuinely concerned about Zambia’s 
economic difficulties and has been prepared to give favorable consideration to any 
official Zambian request for assistance, we have not received any formal or offi
cial request from the Zambian Government fo r specific types of assistance. How
ever, in light of the serious threat s to its security  now perceived by Zambia, we 
have advised them tha t we would like to be helpful and we are studying types 
of assistance tha t might lie both feasible from the U.S. point of view and help
ful from the Zambian i>oint of view. We plan to work closely wi th the Congress 
in considering possible aid to Zambia.

In the meantime, Zambia is still drawing down the $5 million AID program 
loan granted in 1973 to help deal with the transport emergency caused by the 
closure of the Rhodesian border. The loan is being utilized for General E lectric 
locomotives, heavy duty cranes  and a simulator to tra in truck drivers.

Question 23. Americans in Angola: There have been numerous reports of the 
CIA indirectly recrui ting Americans to fight as mercenaries in Angola. Is the 
CIA involved in the recrui tment or training of American mercenaries for Angola, 
either direc tly or indirectly?

Answer. No. The CIA has not directly or indirectly  recruited any Americans 
to  serve as mercenaries in Angola. The CIA has told both the  FNLA and UNITA 
tha t no funds received from the U.S. can be used to h ire American mercenaries.

Question 21f. Has the State Department investigated reports of recruitment of 
mercenaries in the United States  for Angola, such as the recruitment of Cubans 
in Flor ida or the  advertisements t hat  appeared in a Fresno newspaper?

Answer. The State Department has formally requested the Department of Jus
tice to investigate these allegations  of the recruitment of mercenaries for Angola, 
as well as for Rhodesia. The cases are now under investigation by the FBI.

Question 25. To your knowledge, are there  Americans fighting in Angola or 
partic ipatin g in the transport of military equipment?

Answer. To our knowledge there are no Americans fighting in Angola or t ran s
porting military equipment into tha t country. U.S. Air Force planes and crews 
have been used to fly equipment  to Zaire  but they have never entered Angola.

Question 26. On the Tunney Memorandum: Was this memorandum in fact de
livered for the Department of State  to the MPLA? There seems to be certa in
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parag rap hs in thi s memorandum which would be unne cessarily  offensive  to the  
MPLA.

Answer. The memorandum which was prepared by the  Sta te Dep ortm ent  was 
a series  of talkin g j>oints for a Boeing rep resentativ e to discuss with an official 
of the MPLA government. Its  purpose was to re ite ra te  our position th at  we do 
not object to the  MPLA per se, but  to the  Soviet and Cuban suppor t it  is using 
to dominate the  oth er two factions. We indicated we would be prepared to coop
era te with a government containing rep resentativ es of the MPLA, as well as the  
other two groups.

Question 27. In the sentence, “The United Sta tes is unwilling  to condone an 
Angolan regime und er Soviet cont rol,” did Sta te mean to imply th at  an MPLA 
government would necessari ly be und er Soviet control?

Answer. We would hope any MPLA regime would avoid domination by the  
USSR. However, we are concerned regarding the  absolute dependence of the  
MPLA on Cuban  troops and Soviet arms for  establish ing control over the ma
jor ity  of the populat ion in the  count ry and the  prospec t fo r f uture dependence on 
th e  Soviets and Cubans to  ma intain  th is control.

Question 28. The memo a lso seems to imply th at  “post-war Angola” would not  
get any Amer ican or Western help unless it  were  a coalit ion government.

“The MPLA would do well to heed advice  th at  no government can plan  recon
struction in pos t-war Angola without American and Western help. No gove rn
ment can obta in the  technological and  financial resou rces  to stimu late economic 
development w ithout official American  consent.

In fact,  the  United States would be quite responsive and  help ful to a coa lition 
government  th at  was no t dependent on the  Soviet Union.”

Was it the  intent  of the  Admin istration to communicate th at  the pos t-war 
government in Angola would not have access to American technology unle ss it  
was a coalition government?

Answer. It  was our  inten tion to communicate to the MPLA t ha t a regime dom
inated by the Soviet  Union would not be favorably received by the United Sta tes  
and that  its  access  to Western technology to develop its  resou rces would be 
affected.

Senator Clark. We thank you very much for coming up.
The next witness  is Congressman Andrew Young.
The subcommittee will please come to order.
Congressman Young, I  think we will wait un til everyone has cleared 

out and calmed down. Everyone remain ing in the room please be 
seated.

Congressman Young, we are part icularly pleased to have you here. 
I know th at you a re one of th e best informed persons in the Congress 
on Afri ca and t ha t you have made a number of t rips to th at  continent 
and have studied it in grea t detail. We are par ticu larly  pleased to 
have you with  us as our firs t witness fol lowing the Secretary of State. 
You may proceed any way you deem appropria te.

STATEMENT OF HON. ANDREW YOUNG, A REP RES ENT ATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE FI FT H CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF GEORGIA

Air. Young. Thank you. Air. Chairman.
Let me commend you for taking on these hearings and for pressing 

on and try ing  to develop. I hope, a comprehensive policy for all of 
Afri ca ; but for  particular ly now, southern Africa.

At the risk of being a l ittle  flippan t, let me say tha t what  I  think 
we have heard is a view of Africa through the eyes of a European cold 
war man. And I  do not th ink t ha t th at is what I  see in Africa  through 
my Afro-American eyes. I do agree th at we do have serious considera 
tions to be mainta ined in the  whole s ituation in southern Africa. But 
I do not th ink we can take  Angola as an isolated incident and I  th ink
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we make a mistake when we think tha t the problem tha t we are deal
ing with started  in Jan uary of 1975.

I t may be necessary to remember tha t we were on the wrong side of 
the Angolan  colonial struggle  fo r almost 15 years, during which time 
Sena tor Tunney on this side, and myself on the House side, introduced 
an amendment urgin g that  none of the Portuguese weapons th at we 
sent to Portugal fo r use in NATO be allowed to be transferred  for  use 
in Angola. Now tha t amendment was passed but i t was never enforced. 
I thin k the first time I  heard of napalm it was being used not in Viet
nam but by the Portuguese in Mozambique and Angola. In  the  light  
of that  history and that  wrong policy against all of our trad ition al 
values, and nationa l interests,  I think, we stopped—when the Po rtu 
guese Government fell—and did nothing  and we created a vacuum and 
it was in  th at vacuum tha t Soviet influence began to  expand and the 
situa tion became critical.

MILITARY ACTIOX IX  AFRICA

I thin k it is a very mistaken notion t ha t we can do anything mili
tar ily  in Africa. But I also th ink tha t it is equally mistaken to thin k 
that it is possible fo r us to do nothing. We do have basic interests at 
stake because now’ especially, with the  presence of masses of arms and 
with  the presence of a number  o f Cuban troops, we have allowed a 
mili tary  s ituation to emerge in Angola tha t is not likely to stop with 
Angola  and maybe even it should not.

The South Afri can troops  which came in from Namibia to wipe 
out the forces of Southwest Afri can Peoples Organization are going 
to have to be reformed. And I am sure tha t once the situation sta
bilizes in southern Angola, there will be an 611011: on the part  of those 
Namibians  who had crossed over Angola to reactivate th eir guerr illa 
movement.

To the Eas t Coast of Afr ica wre have the situation with Rhodesia 
and the possible escalation of  guerrilla warfare  from the Mozambique 
or Zambian shores. We have only—in today’s paper Zambia declaring 
a national emergency. And what we have in fact  done is allowed a 
Soviet presence to emerge, not jus t in Angola, but we have opened the 
floodgates for turmoil  and chaos in all of southern Africa because we 
did not do things when we could have. We did not do a simple thing 
like vote overwhelmingly to repeal the Byrd amendment w’hich would 
have strengthened the hand of the  very difficult negotiations Kenneth 
Kau nda and others were attempting in the Rhodesian situation.

And so without t aking any more of your time on this,  I hope that  
this committee will continue these hearings, not just  in the view of 
dealing with whether or  not there a re arms to Angola, bu t forc ing the 
State Depar tment  to come up with a positive policy to stabilize and 
libera te those states in Afr ica  which are still suffering under a very 
unjust kind of oppression; the kind of oppression which leaves the 
door open for continued Soviet expansion and which we cannot coun
tera ct milita rily.

UXITED  STATES-SOUTIIERX AFRICA POLICY

We have got to have an aggressive, negotiated, nonmil itary policy 
for southern Africa.  Otherwise w’e see tha t whole area in turmoil, and 
very definitely it  is another  Vietnam potentially.
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Let me just say one th ing about Angola; that  we resis ted any in 
volvement in Niger ia when the northern  troo ps of Nigeria were p ro
vided with a heavy supply of Soviet arms. I t is probable th at our sym
pathies in this country—because of a very good publ ic re lations cam
paign—were overwhelmingly with the Biafrans. Had we made the 
choice of mili tary  involvement with Biafra,  the kinds of economic 
relationships we now have w ith Nigeria would not be possible.

I think  th at there will be tr ibal  discord, there will be governments 
coming and going in many African states. We should, in our  Bicenten
nial Year, be reminded tha t there was a grea t tension between three 
forces, Thomas Jefferson with large French influence; Alexander 
Hamilton with some suspected Br itish  influence; and Joh n Adams, a 
confirmed Yankee. And only the  s trong  hand of George Washington  
kept our own country together throu gh several possibilities of pa rt i
tioning. The world has never been, you know, a place where isolated 
events can occur unrelated. It  is even less so now in Africa than it was 
for us 200 years ago.

And whenever there  is a vacuum there will be forces moving that  I 
do not thin k will be moving in the interest of African unity and in 
Afri can freedom. But up to now, we have not, as a nation, moved in 
the interest of  Afr ican  uni ty and African freedom. And I would hope 
tha t from this subcommittee we might see such a movement come.

FU TU RE  HE AR INGS  OX CENTRAL AXD SOUT HE RN  AFR ICA

Senator Clark. Thank you, very  much. I  think it is excellent advice. 
I do want to say th at these hearings  on Angola are only the beginning 
of a series of hearings th at we will be hold ing all this year, with pa r
ticular emphasis on central and southern Africa. We are go ing to t urn 
our at tention specifically following the Angolan hearings  to the situ a
tion in South Afri ca, in Zambia, in Rhodesia; and quite frankly it is 
our hope tha t we can convert some of  the  current interes t in Angola  
into an African policy because much of the problem, as I think  you have 
indicated, is th at we have not taken a sincere interest in Angola. I am 
sorry, I should say in Africa . We have never been mi litar ily in this  
case, in Angola, and we have not developed a policy toward Africa.

In  fact, I thin k the Secretary o f State has himself said th at we have 
not as yet really developed an A frican policy, and that is much of  the 
problem. Certainly as we go throug h these next several months with 
hearings  on various parts  of Africa , pa rticu larly  central and southern 
Africa, we hope to develop some suggestions of a policy, both from 
governmental and nongovernmental witnesses. We would great ly ap 
preciate any idea tha t you would have as we go along toward tha t 
objective.

Senator Percy ?
Senator  Percy. Congressman Young, I would like to express ap

preciation to you for coming. I assure you tha t the greatest hope of 
the Senate is tha t, by tak ing a deep interes t and by working with the 
administration , we can move toward a more enlightened and effective 
policy in Africa. This is clearly shown by the attitude of our chairman . 
The way in which he has pursued his responsibi lity has been in the 
finest trad ition  of the Senate. And I think the work of his subcommittee 
will prove to be of real value to the country and perhaps to th e peace 
of the world.
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INTEREST  OF EUROPE, U.S .S.R. , AND NATO ALLIES IN  AFRICA

There are some related questions to which I would like you to  re
spond for the record because we have a vote now and you have press
ing duties. What do you perceive to be our interest in Africa-—both 
from the standpoint  of our role in the world, and our humanitarian 
interests in these people; and also in our own self interest? Wha t do 
you perceive as the role and interests of Europe and our  NATO allies 
today in Africa  and particula rly in Angola? What  are the real i nter 
ests, as you perceive them, of the Soviet Union? And finally, how 
strong is the spirit of nationalism in Angola ? Is it likely to prevail ?

Your judgment on those matters would be of real help to the Senate.
I just  wish we had time now to pursue these subjects in conversation 

with you.
Mr. Young. Let me just say I would be g lad to submit tha t very 

shortly.
[ See Appendix.]
Mr. Y oung. If  1 could just have two words to say then—everywhere 

I went in Africa, and I am sure Senator Clark  found the same senti
ment, Africans were much more concerned about racism in South 
Africa, in Rhodesia, tha n they were about the possible threat of  com
munism. They feel like they have dealt with tha t successfully in other 
places and th at they can minimize th at influence. I am not so sure with 
the presence of 11,000 Cubans, it is going to be as easy as it was. But 
tha t makes the situation even more critical.

Senator Percy. Thank you.
I want you to know also in a bipartisan sense that,  while the African 

Subcommittee has generally had to dra ft people to work on it, it  is 
something that  Senator Clark  sought and I asked to be assigned to it. 
I certain ly wish to work very closely with my distinguished colleague. 
The Midwest is interested in what goes on in Africa. We th ink tha t it 
is ter ribly  important. We appreciate your counseling and your guid
ance.

Mr. Young. Thank you very much.
Senator Clark. Thank you very much. Congressman Young.
This  subcommittee stands in recess now until Tuesday morning at 

10 a.m.
[Whereupon, at 1 :30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 

Tuesday, February  3, 197G, at 10 a.m.]
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TU ES DA Y,  FEBRU A RY  3, 197 6

U nit ed  S ta tes S en ate ,
S ubc om mit te e on  A fr ic an  A ff air s 

of t ii e  Com m it te e on  F or eig n R el ati ons,
ashing ton, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursua nt to notice, at 2 p.m., in room 42 21 , 
Dirksen  Senate Office Building, Senator  Dick Clark (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding.

Prese nt: Senators  Clark, Biden, Case, Jav its,  and Percy.
Senator Clark. The hearing will come to order.

O PE N IN G  ST A TEM EN T

The purpose of today’s hearing is to hear the Departm ent of Defense 
on the strateg ic questions regarding Angola and how tha t might fit 
into the broader pattern  of southern Africa, generally.

Following the Deputy Secretary of Defense Robert Ellsworth's  
testimony th is afternoon, we are going to hear three nongovernmenta l 
experts, Leon Goure, professor at the Center for Advanced Int ern a
tional Studies of the University of Miami, an expert on Soviet Studies ; 
Marshal l Shulman , a professor at Columbia University , also a Soviet 
expert; and then from Stephen Weissman of the Univers ity of Texas, 
who has pa rticula r knowledge of the Congo question and other related 
Afri can subjects.

I thin k tha t, because of the time problems—I know tha t Secretary 
Ellsw orth has other business late r this afternoon, we are having a 
quorum cal l right now, and probably we will have to leave for a vote 
in about 10 or 15 minutes—I thin k we are going to go right ahead 
with your testimony and t ry to get th at on record before we vote.

Senator Biden, do you have an opening statement ?
Senator  B iden. I have no opening statement, thank you, Mr. Chair

man.
Senator Clark. Fine.
Secretary Ellsworth, if you would just proceed in any way that  you 

thin k is appropria te.
[Secretary Ellsw orth ’s biography fol lows:]

Biography op R obert E llswo rth, Deputy  Secretary of Defense

Robert Ellsworth of Katonah, New York, was nominated by President  Gerald 
Ford to be Deputy Secretary of Defense on December 11, 1975. confirmed by the 
United States  Senate on December 19, 1975, and sworn into office on January 2, 
1976.

When nominated, Mr. Ellsworth was serving as Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Inte rnat iona l Security Affairs), a position he held since June 5, 1974.

(59)
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Prior to joining tlie Department of Defense, Mr. Ellsworth was a general 
par tne r in hazard Freres and Company, of New York City. From 1969 to 1971. 
he served as United States Permanent  Representative on the Council of the North 
Atlan tic Treaty  Organization, with rank of Ambassador, after serving during 
1969 as Assistant to the President. He was National Political Director of the 
Pres iden tial Campaign in 1968. From 1961 to 1967, he served as a member of the 
House of Representatives  from Kansas, and in  Congress he was a member of the 
Joint Economic Committee, Veterans Affairs Committee, Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee and House Republican Task Force on NATO.

Mr. Ellsworth  was born June 11, 1926, at Lawrence, Kansas,  and received his 
B.S. degree from the University of Kansas in 1945 and his J.D. degree from the 
University  of Michigan School of Law in 1949. From 1944 to 1946 and from 1950 
to 1953, he served in the United States  Navy, with the rank of Lieutenant Com
mander. From 1949 to 1950, he was an attorney with the  firm of Chapin and Neal 
at  Springfield, Massachusetts, and during 1954, he was an attorney with the 
Maritime Administration at the Department of Commerce. From 1955 to 1960, he 
was in pr ivate  law practice at  Lawrence, Kansas.

He was admitted  to practice law in the Supreme Court of the United States 
and the highest courts of Kansas, Massachusetts and the Distri ct of Columbia.

Mr. Ellsworth is married  to the former Vivian Sies. They have one son, 
Robert William, and one daughter, Ann Elizabeth.

Mr. E llsworth. May I present my associate, John A. Reed, J r.,  
direc tor of the African Region in the Office of the Secretary of De
fense, International Security Affairs.

I will proceed, if I may, to read my statement,  which is fa irly  short. 
Then I  will be available for questions.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT ELLSWORTH, DEPUTY SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN A. REED, JR., DIRECTOR,
AFRICAN  REGION, OFFICE OF TH E SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, IN 
TERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

Mr. Ellsworth. Mr. Chairm an and members of the committee. I 
am pleased to participa te in this  series of hearings that  will place on 
public record the facts and issues involved in the Angolan situation. 
At the outset—-and without hesitation—I w ant to state unequivocally 
that  the  Department of Defense neither recommends nor favors de
ployment of U.S. military forces to Angola, This is not  to say, how
ever, th at we view the action taken there by the  Russians as any thing 
but inconsistent—milita rily and politica lly—with superpower de
tente. I t is our belief tha t the Soviets clearly are seeking to exploit a 
trag ic civil war for the purpose  of enhancing the ir power and in
fluence in a peripheral area thousands of miles from Soviet shores.

On J anu ary  29, the Secre tary of State  presented the foreign policy 
considerations and the  sequence of events that have shaped the United 
States  concern and actions with respect to  Angola. Today, I will ad
dress strategic U.S. interests in Angola and the mili tary  significance 
of Soviet incursions there.

ST RA TE GI C SIG N IF IC A N C E

Angola occupies a key position on the large South African penin
sula astrid e the major South Atla ntic  shipping lanes, has good ports 
and airfields, and a relatively advanced inland transporta tion system. 
Angola  ports  and railroads are part icula rly important to Zaire and 
Zambia, for most of their foreign exchange has been generated by
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exports of minerals—mostly copper—transshipped  through Angola. 
Any prolonged disruption of the normal transportat ion system and 
economic pa ttern s of the area would generate unstable  security  con
ditions in both countries.

Angola’s own rich  natu ral resource potential—oil, iron ore, dia 
monds, and manganese—adds to its strategic significance. Fu rth er,  
its proximity to  areas to rn by dissension over self-determination , ma
jori ty rule, and legislated racial discrimination, makes Angola of 
special interest to  those who seek milita ry solutions to the complex of 
southern Africa n problems.

U. S.  STRATEGIC INTE RESTS

Immediate  U.S. strategic interests  in  Angola are relatively limited 
when compared with those in many other  areas of the world. We hope, 
however, that  the government that  finally emerges in Angola will 
grant us overflight and landing rights, if requested, fo r our aircra ft, 
and tha t por t facili ties will be made available for  occasional naval 
ship visits. At  the  same time, we would not want potential enemies 
to obtain exclusive use of Angola  and its facilities for mili tary  pu r
poses. Such action would expand the possibilities of mili tary  opera
tions in the area and set the  stage for  continuing tensions within and 
among countries throughou t the region.

In  the past, Department of Defense air cra ft typica lly have flown 
four to six flights per month through  southern  A frica in  support  o f 
NASA [National Aeronaut ics and Space Adm inist ration], the Ai r 
Force Eas tern  Test  Range station near Pretoria , and the American 
Embassy in South  Africa . Pr ior  to  November 11, 1975 when Angola 
became independent, the Portugese permited DOD [Departement of 
Defense] aircra ft to overfly Angola. Since t ha t time, alternate rou t
ing over internat iona l waters has been required, adding some 1,600 
nautical miles to each C-141 flight and increasing operational time 
and costs accordingly.

The need fo r occasional por t visits is also im portant. Although the 
reopening last summer of the Suez Canal removed the immediate 
need to use the Cape route, the Canal could be closed again at  sh ort 
notice, rapidly changing our requirements  for Cape transits.

But the use of the  Cape route requires either access to por t facil i
ties in southern Afr ica  or expensive underway refueling and reprovi
sioning operations. Although the Republic of South  Afr ica ’s ports 
have h ighly significant  capabilities, we suspended normal U.S. Navy 
visits there in 1967. Our policy also precludes visits to Namibia. Be
cause of curr ent country attitudes, ports  in Tanzania and the Mala
gasy Republic are not available, and prospects for resuming port 
calls in Mozambique are uncertain. U.S. naval units made eight visi ts 
to Lourenco Marques in 1973 and eight more before August 1974 when 
such visits were suspended. Luanda and Mocamedes in Angola are 
former ports of call, but they are, of course, at least t emporari ly un
available. Rotation of destroyers between MIDE ASTFOR  and the 
6th Fleet now occurs via the  Suez Canal, but ports in southern Afri ca 
would regain the ir importance if the Canal route again is denied us.

67- 055— 76- -5
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SOVIET OBJECTIVES

We suspect t ha t the Soviets have objectives in Angola  well beyond 
the ir announced su pport for the Popular  Liberation Movement. One 
has only to look at  Guinea and Somalia to  see Afr ican  facilities now 
being used by the Soviets to project thei r a ir and sea capabilities. The 
port of Conakry has been used by various Soviet vessels involved in 
the delivery of supplies and equipment to the MPL A in Angola as 
well as those p atro lling the watei*s off the coast of West Africa.  The 
Soviets deploy Bear or Badger reconnaissance, aircra ft on a regular 
basis from Guinea on surveillance missions over the Atlant ic. Simi
larly , th e facilities in Somalia are used for surveillance o f the major 
shipping lanes throu gh the  Indian Ocean and the Arabian Sea, to 
monitor movement of commercial and military vessels there.

We have reports that the Soviets already are pressing for naval 
bases and refueling rights  in Mozambique which acquired its inde
pendence last June. Apparently, Mozambique has no t acceded to such 
requests. I believe the mili tary  significance of a permanent  Soviet o r 
Cuban presence in Angola is not to be taken  lightly . I f the  Soviets are  
successful in either establishing mili tary  bases o r obtaining operat
ing rights in Angola, the ir strategic and tactica l capabilities would 
be greatly  enhanced. Soviet maritime  aerial surveillance capacity in 
the South Atlan tic would be improved through extensions of opera
tions and on station times in target areas. Capabilities  for surface 
surveillance of the South Atlant ic, including the vital sea lanes 
around the Cape, would be enhanced, par ticularly  if  an operating base 
were available in Angola.

The vast majority of ocean traffic—including large tankers carry
ing oil from the Pers ian Gulf  to Europe and the United  States— 
passes some 480 miles off the Angolan coast a fter  rounding the cape, 
affording excellent oppor tunit ies for disrupt ive action from an An
golan base. In  any event, Moscow’s ab ility to projec t i ts naval power 
would be mate rially enhanced by gaining access to Angolan refueling  
and berth ing facilities, lessening the requirements—and costs—for 
underway support and refueling.  The Soviets presently find it nec
essary to keep several oilers operat ing off the west coast of Africa 
to sustain their sea movements in support of Angolan related activities.

SOVIET, CUBAN IM P ACT ON SOUT HE RN  AFRICA SECURIT Y, STABILITY

We are also deeply concerned over the potential impact a sustained 
Soviet or Cuban presence could have on security and stabil ity in 
southern Africa. We continue to work to promote peaceful solutions 
to the issues of majority  rule in Rhodesia, self-determination in 
Namibia, and an ending of apar theid  in South Africa. A Soviet 
presence in Angola could serve to suppo rt insurgencies in  these th ree 
countries, following the Soviet policy of  a iding  “wars o f l iberation.”

Zaire and Zambia, A ngola ’s moderate neighbors, could also be ex
posed to the dangers  o f active Soviet-supported insurgency as a con
sequence of their assistance to FN LA /UNITA  in its st ruggle against 
the MPLA. Moreover, Zaire perceives an increasing threat  to  its se
curity from Soviet equipment deliveries and milit ary influence in 
Congo—Brazzaville. The United States  is supporting  throu gh the
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foreign milit ary sales program a phased modernization of Zaire ’s 
security forces that  will permit it  to continue to play a moderate, 
stabilizing role in south central Africa .

POLITICAL, MILITARY SITUATION EVALUATION

Mr. Chairman, you requested an up-to-the-minute evaluation of th e 
political  and mili tary  situation in Angola  for the subcommittee. A 
map of Angola which reflects the general traces of those terri torie s 
currently controlled by the war ring  factions has been provided the 
members. I t should be used as a reference fo r my comments.

[The mater ial referred to  follows:]

The crossliatched areas are under  control of the People’s Republic 
of Angola government formed by the Soviet-supported MPLA 
with its capita l in Luanda. The o ther areas—representing 60 percent
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of Angola’s tota l ter ritory —are controlled by the UN ITA/FN LA  
coalit ion government—the Democratic Republ ic of Angola. I t is based 
in the south a t Huambo [formerly Nova Lisboa] a town that has been 
evacuated, about a week ago.

Senator Clark. You do not have the population figures to  match 
the geographical, do you ?

Mr. Ellsworth. They are not too different from the geographical. 
My collaborator tells me tha t U NIT A has  the support of about 2 mil
lion people, M PLA about 1 million, and FNL A about 700,000.

Senator Clark. Th at would match this map’s coloring ?
Mr. E llsworth. Th at is correct. They are generally in the geo

graphical areas that  are marked on the map.
Senator Clark. Thank you.
Mr. Ellsworth. Ideal ly, a political solution should be found for 

Angola  in which all three  of  the liberation g roups would participate 
in a government of national unity. Admit tedly, there  are  long-stand
ing  differences among the three groups. But certain  of these differ
ences—particularly t riba l, geographical, and urban- rura l differences— 
underscore the essential ity of some sort of government of national 
uni ty if the newly independent Angola is to experience peace and the 
opportuni ty for "full social and economic development. The MPLA 
appears  uninterested at this time in anything  short of a mil itary vic
tory.  From time-to-time there has been speculation of an MP LA/ 
UN ITA  government as a viable alternative, but the battlefield suc
cesses gained by the M PLA with massive Soviet and Cuban assistance 
appear to be overshadowing all efforts for a pol itical solution. Never
theless. the reported  withdrawal of South Afri can forces from the 
fighting could eliminate  the principa l rally ing point used by the pro- 
MPLA supporters a t the  OAIT summit meeting last  month but at the 
same time reduce the effective mili tary  resistance to the advance of 
Cuban troops.

Turning  to the current  mili tary  situation , the FN LA is in the north 
ernmost finger of Angola conducting defensive operations along a 
line which hinges on the coast north of the city  of Ambrizete and runs 
about 60 miles south of Zaire’s border . MPLA  activity there appears 
limited  to probing actions along the  coast and small un it actions else
where. We suspect tha t major  segments of the MPLA and Cuban 
forces have been shifted from the northe rn fron t to the major fronts  
in prepara tion for offensive operations there. In the south, MPLA and 
Cuban troops based in the por t city of Novo Redondo are likely p re
parin g for attacks on the important port-ra ilhead  complex at  Lobito. 
MPLA/Cuban forces are advancing south along the main road which 
parallels the coastline some 90-150 miles inland. The road leads to 
the capital  of the  FNL A/UN ITA coalition, Huambo, which has been 
evacuated, but is stil l being defended. In the eastern fron t the battle 
for Luso continues. There  are good defensive positions which UN ITA  
could choose to use in the south. The prospects fo r insurgency actions 
by FNL A/UN ITA forces on all fronts are high.

clarifying recent points of conjecture concerning dod

Mr. Chairman, in concluding my remarks, I would like to  clarify 
fo r the  record several points th at have been the subject of considerable
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conjecture over recent months. For simplicity, I will call them our 
“have done” and our “have not done” lists.

Fir st are the “have nots.”
The Depa rtment of Defense has not hired  or trained—at For t 

Benning, Ga., or  anywhere else—mercenaries to fight in  Angola.
The Department of Defense has never sent or stationed U.S. mili

tary or DOD contract personnel in Angola to support UNTTA or 
FNLA, and none are there now.

The Department of Defense has not provided weapons to the war
ring  factions in Angola.

Finally , we have not altered our basic policies toward South Afr ica 
to cooperate in any way with  the South Africa n military as the result  
of tha t country’s involvement in Angola.

This leads to mv “have done” list.
We have continued to adhere strictly  to the embargo on arms for 

South A frica  which has been in effect in i ts present form since 1963.
We have consistently sought to promote a compromise solution in 

Angola that  would permi t all three Angolan factions a voice in An
gola’s future : an African solution to wdiat is essentially an Afr ican  
problem. This  effort has involved modest amounts of funds fo r indirect 
arms aid to anti-Communist  elements in Angola.

As the resul t of the additional Soviet naval presence off the West 
Coast of Africa, our surveillance activities in the area have been 
increased.

Fina lly, the United States  took the lead in the refugee evacuation 
operation mounted last summer in response to an urgen t Portuguese  
request for assistance. Between September 7 and November 3. 1975,. 
the M ilitary Ai rcr aft  Command, employing commercial contract air 
craft.  flew7 31.597 refugees from Angola to Portugal.  This was 68 
percent of all refugees tra nsported on flights donated by foreign gov
ernments. A total of 117 missions were flown. France, the United 
Kingdom, West Germany, Eas t Germany, and the U.S.S.R. also 
participa ted in the  a irlif t but. as usual, the U.S. played the  major role 
in thi s humanitarian  undertak ing.

Mr. Chairman, tha t concludes my prepared statement. I am ready to  
respond to any questions you or the subcommittee members may have.

IN D IR EC T  AR MS AID FOR A N T I- C O M M U N IS T  E LE M E N TS

Senator  Clark. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. I think i t is 
a very helpfu l statement, and tha t your list of have-nots are of par 
ticular value to us. I want to explore more of those.

Just a couple of very quick side points.
In your statement you say, “This effort has involved modest amounts 

of funds for indirect arms a id for anti-Communist”—tha t is the par t 
tha t I want to ask you about—“elements in Angola.”

I wonder if this  is not a bit too broad of a generaliza tion in view 
of the fact tha t the Chinese Communists were assisting, at least one. 
and I thin k both, of the factions that we are  supporting.  We could 
equally say we are funding Communist factions, it seems to me.

Mr. E llsworth. I do not  unders tand tha t those factions are Com
munists, even though they may have been supported by some PRC
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[People’s Republic of China] support. I do not  mind amending that  
to say “anti-Soviet” or “anti -MP LA,” however you wish.

I  would not agree that they were pro-Communists just because they 
^accepted some support from the PRC.

Sena tor Clark. Tha t is probably  fair , but you have no hesitancy 
labe ling  the MPLA as Communists.

Mr. Ellsworth. Not at all.
Senator  Clark. You would feel the other two factions are not 

Communist ?
Mr. Ellsworth. Correct.

AIR  FORCE EAS TER N TEST RAN GE STA TIO N NEAR PRETORIA

Senator Clark. Jus t another quick point of c larification; you speak 
of the Air  Force Eastern Test Range Station near Preto ria. Is that  
NASA’s track ing station?

Mr. Ellsworth. No; not the NASA track ing station. I t is the far  
end of a series of stations t ha t the  Air Force uses to monitor and as we 
say, telemeter, some of our missile test shots.

Senator Clark. That is not the facili ty that is planned to be closed ?
Mr. Ellsworth. Tha t Air Force station  is in standby status at the 

present time.
Senator  Clark. We are not using it?
Mr. E llsworth. It  was used in January, and can be reactivated for 

use when need be, but basically it is in a standby status.
Senator  Clark. Your argument here, as I  recall, is tha t i t would be 

helpful i f you could overfly Angola, because you are making six flights 
a month through southern Afr ica in support of this range. You 
would not be making six flights a month now, or would you ?

Mr. Ellsworth. May I ask my collaborator, Mr. Reed, to respond 
in some detail to your interest  there in that situa tion ?

Mr. Reed ?
Mr. Reed. Yes, sir.
We have had tha t eastern test range fac ility in Africa  for  some time. 

In 1970, we moved to phase down and eventually to mothball the fa
cility. It  is, however, brought up from time to time. We do have one 
U.S. A ir Force enlisted man stationed at the site, as well as a number 
of local contractors.

Senator Clark. When you say six flights a month, do they  go down 
to  see one person ?

Mr. Reed. They support th at site. They do a lo t of other things,  too. 
They also support the Embassy at Pretoria. These flights bring in in
spectors, bring in maintenance personnel, equipment and so forth.

Senator Clark. You are still making approximately six?
Air. Reed. I  th ink it is now two flights a month for tha t parti cular 

purpose.

V .s . GOV ERN MENT INV OL VE ME NT  IN  RE CR UITIN G MERCENARIES

Senator Clark. I  would like to explore with you, Mr. Secretary, in a 
little  more detail  the whole question of mercenaries.

I just  came back from Eng land  last night, and the papers  there aro 
full of stories about mothers who sav they do not want t hei r 17-year- 
old son to be taken off, he lied about bis age and is going down to fight 
for the FN LA and so forth.
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I would like to explore in some detail these accounts and get your 
reaction, because you were very stra ightforward,  I thought,  in your 
testimony here  and your l ist of have-nots, concerning the f act  that  the 
Department of Defense had not hired  or tra ined at F or t Benning, Ga., 
or anywhere else, mercenaries to fly in Angola.

Are any U.S. Government employees involved directly or ind irectly  
in the recrui tment  of American o r foreign mercenaries for  fighting in 
Angola ?

Mr. Ellsworth. Mr. Chairman, in response to tha t, I heard your 
words very precisely, I want  to be very careful in my response.

Let me say tha t the Departmen t of Defense has no knowledge of 
any such operations.

Senator Clark. No American employees recruiting foreigners or 
Americans ?

Mr. Ellsworth. I  am only Deputy Secretary  of Defense. The De
partment of Defense has no knowledge of any such operations.

Senator Clark. The London Observer reported tha t a  group called 
the Security Advisory Service is in England  and is rec ruiting Briti sh 
mercenaries with American money. That organiza tion was quoted as 
saying tha t the group’s contact was a Maj. James Leonard,  Assistan t 
Army Attache in the American Embassy in London.

Would you comment on that?  You would know about something like 
tha t if  it were happening, certainly .

Mr. Ellsworth. I  would presume I would. If  t ha t is t rue, then it 
would, of course, be inconsistent with my answer to your question, and 
would be a source of embarrassment to  me to find out that that  were 
true.

Senator Clark. You are not aware of it?
Mr. Ellsworth. Tha t is correct.
Senator Clark. Would you mind provid ing for the record—you 

have not partic ular ly investigated that?
Mr. E llsworth. I  have.
Senator Clark. You have investigated that ?
Mr. Ellsworth. I have not investigated th at par ticu lar incident.
Senator Clark. Yes; tha t is what I  mean.
Mr. Ellsworth. After the Secretary of Defense was on TV the 

other day, and this question came up, I  went to 9ome pains to  invest i
gate it and my answer to your first question was a carefully  considered 
answer on my par t, and it stands.

Senator Clark. Mr. Secretary , if for any reason you learn differ
ently in the next few days, would you advise th is committee th at  Maj. 
Leonard, or anybody else associated with the Department of Defense, 
is assisting, directly or indirectly, in the hiring of mercenaries here 
or abroad?

Mr. Ellsworth. I  will.
Senator  Clark. Thank you.

BREAKDOWN  OF U.S.  ASS ISTANCE TO FACTIONS

How much of the  assistance th at the United S tates has given to the  
factions in Angola  has been in the form of weapons, how much o f i t 
has been in cash th at could be used for  the recrui tment or t ranspo rta
tion and payment of mercenaries ?
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Mr. Ellsworth. Well, as fa r as I  am aware, it has been in the form 
of cash tha t could be used for the purchase of weapons.

Senator Clark. I understand the Secretary of State in his test i
mony here—perhaps you have had a chance to review tha t—said th at 
it is entirely  possible that par t of the money we provided, could, in  
fact,  be used to hire mercenaries by one of the  two factions.

Is that your understanding of the situation ?
Mr. E llsworth. I would not want to contrad ict the Secretary. I 

would th ink as a m atter  of logic tha t th at would be possible.
Senator Clark. I  am a fra id I am going to have to go vote. I  think 

Senator Biden will be back in a minute or two.
We will just  stand in recess. As soon as he returns,  he will continue 

the questioning.
I  might just tell you a couple of the o ther questions tha t I  want to 

ask that  you can be thinking  about.
The British Sunday Telegraph, the day before yesterday, reported 

that $200,000 of U.S. money given to the FNL A has been sent to 
London for the recrui tment of mercenaries. I want you to comment 
on that .

Secondly, reported ly American veterans are being recruited to  fight 
as mercenaries in Angola. You have seen a number of these reports, I
know.

My question is, is there  any evidence tha t people are being ap
proached on a milit ary basis bv these recruiters?  Have you had any 
evidence of that?

Maybe you can answer the latte r easily.
Mr. Ellsworth. My answer t hat  I gave to your very first question 

would stand for both of those questions.
Senator Clark. No in formation of any kind in terms of the HOD? 

You are speaking only for the DOD ? No other source ?
Mr. E llsworth. Correct.
Senator Clark. We stand in recess for 2 or 3 minutes.
[A recess was taken.]
Senator Biden [pres iding]. The hearing will come to order,  please.
Senator  Clark, as you know, is voting. I passed him on the  elevator 

and he suggested that I begin with my questions while he is on his way 
over and back.

Mr. Secretary, I  have several questions.
I apologize if I am repeating anything  tha t Senator Clark  asked 

you. I f he did, just tell me and I  will read i t in the record so you will 
not have to go back over it again.

POSSIBILITY OF SOVIET DISRUPTIVE INF LUENCE OF SEA LANES

I have been fascinated for some time now with the assertion of  the 
possibility of a disruptive influence on our sealanes as a consequence 
of a  Soviet domination of Angola, and I  assume tha t your concern in 
tha t area is based on several assumptions: (1) tha t the  MPLA would 
be victorious; (2) that  the MPLA, once victorious, would be passive 
with regard  to Soviet demands; (3) tha t the Soviets would make 
strong demands on the MPLA.

Is tha t correct?
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Mr. Ellsworth. Certainly , the MPLA being victorious—it seems 
tha t they already are victorious, as I see the s ituation on the  ground, 
as far as------

Mr. Bidex. Victorious, in that they control the entire  of Angola?
Mr. Ellsworth. Victorious in the sense tha t they have established  

really overwhelming conventional milit ary superiority over everyone 
else in Angola. In  a matt er of weeks, if  they choose to do so, it  is ob
vious that they can control the entire terr itory mi litari ly.

Moving on to what the Soviets would demand or request and wha t 
the 2"ovemment, the MPLA government of Angola, would accede to, 
one does not know. But, as I  make clear in my statement, should the 
Soviets, through their relationship with the MPLA government of 
Angola, be able to establish substantial air  and naval facilities there, 
then there would be the possibility for them to pose a threat  to the 
shipping lanes that  come around the Cape.

Senator Bidex. Again, I assume in your job that it is your respon
sibility to plan for the worst case scenario. That is what you are  doing 
for us here, is it  not? You are not at all certain tha t it is going to 
happen, but you must assume for  your p rojections tha t t ha t is a pos
sibility of  hap pening ?

In other words, since I have been a member of this committee, we, 
with regard to everyth ing from Vietnam, the arms race, and every
thing in between in interna tional  relations, are presented with the 
worst case scenario all the time. We in this  committee a re told that 
we have to build based on tha t scenario, but seldom have we been 
confronted  with specific information which would indicate that  the 
probabi lity tha t the worst case scenario will come to pass.

This may be a naive question, but what are the facts that lead you 
to believe th at it is likely tha t the Soviets would in fact be in a posi
tion to demand and /or  be granted the facil ities which would be needed 
in order to accomplish this disruptive action that you are concerned 
about ?

Mr. Ellsworth. We have used several words. We have used 
“likely '5; we have used “probable” ; we have used “worst case” ; and 
then there are several different stages, looking into the future , t rying 
to be futurist s and historians at  the same time.

Let me put i t this wav. The Soviets have utilized the facilities which 
they have acquired or been gran ted in Somalia and in Guinea for the 
purpose of enlarging, enhancing, and streng thening the naval oper
ating  and surveillance capability which they have exercised.

It is not unreasonable, it seems to me-----
Senator  Bidex. Y ou mean we have evidence that they have used the 

new found facilities in Afr ica for increased surveillance and—what 
else did you say ?

Mr. Ellsworth. Operations.
Senator Bidex. Operations? By “operations” you mean just  func

tioning  in that area ?
Mr. Ellsworth. For  example: They have used those facilities in con

nection with th eir  provision of  a flow of military equipment and ordi
nance into Angola. So it seems to me not unreasonable to suppose tha t 
should they be for tunate enough to be able to acquire any of  the a ir or 
naval facilities in Angola that they might  reasonably be expected to
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use those fac ili tie s also fo r fu rther  survei llance  an d op era tio na l re
qu ireme nts , should th ey  dec ide t ha t they w ant to.

Se na tor B iden . Fine .
One m ore  question wi th re ga rd  to  p oten tia l disru pt ive act ion  on the  

p a rt  of  th e Sov iets  with  re ga rd  to our sh ipping  lanes, pa rt icul ar ly  
tr an sp ort  of  oil.

F o r the record , wh at  possible disru pt ive acti on could they  tak e?  
Obvio usly, conf iscat ion or  sin king  one or more U.S . ships  is a possi 
bi lit y.  Is  there any  othe r ki nd  of  disru pt ive ac tiv ity  th at  wou ld be 
av ail ab le  to  them wi th po rt  facil iti es  th at are  not ava ilable  to them 
with ou t por t fa cil itie s in  An go la ?

Mr. E llsworth. An go lan fac ili tie s in rel ati on  to  survei llan ce of 
na va l opera tio ns  or  ha rassme nt  or  an ythi ng  else  are  sim ply  fac ilit ies  
th a t p ermit you to  do wh at you wa nt  to do a t lower cos t t ha n otherwise 
you  could .

Se na to r B iden . Th at  is an  im po rtan t poin t to make. Some peo ple who 
have  sp oken to us on the subje ct hav e at  le ast  implied  t ha t the Soviets  
would  not  be cap able o f d oing  th e thing s th at  they m ight  be able  to  do  
if  they  were  in fact  in com mand of  the po rt  fac ilit ies . I t  is a mat ter 
of  degree.

You are  te lli ng  us  t hat  th e cost factor  is som eth ing  t hat  is t he only  
th in g th at is chang ed in  the equ atio n. Do they  not  hav e a signif icant 
na va l forc e th at  is cap abl e of  di srup tin g those sea lanes just about 
any way  th ey  see fit  now. reg ardle ss  o f t he  a va ila bi lit y of  those ports?

Mr . E llsworth. They do hav e, the oreti ca lly , as an int ell ec tua l con
str uc t. That  is correct.  In  the rea l wo rld , it  could  make  a con side rable 
differen ce to a  power w he ther  o r n ot we have fac ilit ies  of th e kind  that  
wou ld be ava ilab le in An gola.  It  could, in the real wor ld, make quite 
a considerable diff erence, a  cost d ifference.

Th eoret ica lly , it  is only a co st dif ference.
Mr.  B ide n. I  am no t sure  I  u nd erstan d the degree to which the  pic

tu re  would c hange.
Mr.  E llsworth. The kind s of  costs  I  am ta lk ing abo ut, of  course , 

are  costs  in ter ms  of  bo th money  and vessel avail abilit ies , because of 
the fact  that t hey wou ld have a  home po rt  or  a po rt fo r rep len ishment 
ins tea d of  ha ving  to be on stat ion on the  high  seas fo r months and  
mo nth s a t a t ime.

In  addi tio n to th at , it is m ore  costly financ ially to  tr ansport , replen 
ish me nt an d ref ue lin g fro m na va l bases in the Sov iet Un ion  prop er  
fo r rep len ish me nt on the high  seas off W est  Afr ica than  it is to hav e 
those k ind s of  repl enishme nt an d ref ue lin g su pplies on h an d in Angola.

Se na to r B iden . Th ey  a re on ha nd  i n othe r Afr ican  n ations, tho ugh, 
are  they  not ?

Mr.  E llsworth. Right .
Se na tor B iden . Ag ain , wha t I  am tryin g to  get to, and you have 

he lpe d me a gr ea t deal , a t least to  qu al ify  my th inki ng  insofar  as wh at 
the ex tent  of  the increased  lev era ge an d/o r cost sav ing s th at  wou ld 
be a va ila ble  to th e So viet  U nio n as a  consequence of  ha ving  these p ort s.

Mr . E llsworth. If  you are  ask ing me f or  a num ber . I  have not made 
a stu dy  to  p repa re  a num ber . I  thi nk  i t would  be measu rab le. I  would 
th in k th e cost sav ings would be non -tr iv ia l.

Se na to r B iden . May be you  cou ld—n ot  now,  bu t at  some tim e fo r 
the rec ord , or  some tim e in th e fu tu re , su pp ly  me an d the commit tee
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with some estimates of what, in terms of percentage increases or de
creases it would be to mainta in the naval presence tha t would be 
needed to disrupt the sea lanes, i f they had Angolan ports and what 
the costs would be if they did not have Angolan ports.

It  seems to me, if  it  were a ma tter  of minimal  difference in cost th at  
maybe we should not be assuming tha t the Soviets would take risks 
beyond which they have already taken in order to assure they are 
available.

Mr. E llsworth. Sure. We can do such a study. That would not be 
the only reason for  the Soviets to take certa in risks with rega rd to 
Angola. Besides tha t, I am not so sure tha t they would have viewed 
several months ago the  situation in Angola as holding very great  risks  
for them.

Senator Biden. I  am not suggesting that is the only one. It  is one 
that  is often mentioned. There are others I would like to question you 
about, too.

Mr. E llsworth. I  think  we could provide that . I  do not know how 
valid and legitim ate it would be, but we wil l do ’what we can.

[The information refer red to follows:]
Soviet Naval Cost E st im at es  

(Provided by Depar tment of Defense)
Actual data  on investment and operating  costs of Soviet logistics vessels are 

not currently available. A study of this nature, therefore, would be extremely 
speculative, given the uncer tainty  of the cost data  and the many assumptions 
tha t could be made on the size and mix of any Soviet force tha t might operate 
from bases in Angola to  d isrupt the sea lanes. It  is known tha t the Soviets have 
used two replenishment oilers and one naval oiler to support thei r operations off 
the West Coast of Africa during the Angola situation. A gross indication of one 
facet of possible naval activity, based on 1974 cost data  for similar  types of 
U.S. Navy vessels, would be savings of some $10 million annually for personnel 
and operations/maintenance of each oiler, plus an initia l investment cost of $80- 
120 million for each vessel. If one assumes tha t the oilers are needed elsewhere, 
however, then the cost avoidance because of the Angolan bases would be the 
annual costs for personnel and operations and maintenance only.

DOD RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING U.S.  AID TO FN LA /U NI TA

Senator B iden. You indicated in your  testimony th a t:
I want to state unequivocally tha t the Department of Defense neither recom

mends nor favors deployment of U.S. mil itary  forces to Angola.
Is there anything in regard to shoring up, aiding the FNLA or 

UNTTA that the  Defense Department would recommend?
You told us tha t you definitely do not recommend covert activit ies? 

Would you recommend an increase or substantial amount of money 
for supply of arms? Would you recommend anything? You told us 
what you do not recommend. W hat do you recommend?

Mr. Ellsworth. I  am not p repared to make recommendations today,. 
Senator, in a public, hearing.

Senator B iden. Fa ir enough.
I do not believe I have any further questions. Thank you very much.

SOVIET USE OF ANGOLAN FACILITIES TO BLOCK U.S . SH IPP ING

Senator Clark [p resid ing]. Mr. Secretary, as I was listening to you r 
answers about the sea por ts and costs, if in fact the Soviet Union were
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'to use facilities in Angola to block our shipping,  th at would be an act 
of war, would it not ?

Mr. Ellsworth. It certainly would.
Senator Clark. Tha t would be something th at they could as easily 

do off the Somalia bases, could they not ?
Mr. E llsworth. Not necessarily.
Senator Clark. Not necessarily ?
Mr. E llsworth. No.
Senator  Clark. Different ships pass in the two areas ?
Mr. Ellsworth. I am not sure tha t different ships do pass in the 

two areas. Here we are speaking, you understand , en tirely hypotheti
cally, in regard to this matter.

Senator  Clark. Yes.
Mr. E llsworth. Should a political situat ion develop in which th at 

would be contemplated, then I think you would have to say in a num
ber of st rategica lly impo rtan t ways, the  ocean areas off the west coast 
of Africa  are substantially different from the geographical and st rate 
gic si tuation  tha t exists a t t he mouth of the  Gulf and of the  Red Sea 
by Somalia.

Senator  Clark. Would this  be equally true  o f petroleum carrying 
ships ?

no n  TESTIMONY CONCERNING MERCENARIES CLARIFICATION

Mr. E llsworth. Tha t is what I  am speaking of mainly.
Senator Clark. I -would like to summarize what I unders tand your 

testimony to be with regard to mercenaries, so that we do not leave 
with any different impressions.

As I understand your testimony, you are saying no Department of 
Defense employee or money is being used directly or indirectly to re
crui t or train  or pay mercenaries to fight in Angola.

Mr. Ellsworth. Essentially,  that  is correct.
Senator Clark. You do not rule out the possibility tha t American 

money given to anti-Soviet factions is being used to recruit,  to train, 
and to pay mercenaries ?

Mr. Ellsworth. That is correct.
Senator Clark. Do you say that stric tly as Deputy Secretary of 

Defense or a member of the 40 Committee or both,
Mr. Ellsworth. I say it  as both.
Senator Clark. Both? Good.

SAC BASE CARGO PLANE STEPPED-U P NIG HT  FLIGHT REPORTS

I would like to ask more specifically with regard to supplying  of the 
factions and so forth. Late  las t week, as you know, there  were various 
reports of  an unusual number  of night  flights of large cargo planes out 
of the key Strategic  A ir Command [SAC] base in New Hampshire.

One report said 24 flights out last Thursda y nigh t between nigh tfal l 
and 11:00 p.m., just to give you an idea of the frequency we are talking 
about. Reportedly the base was operated under stepped-up security 
measures dur ing the times  of these flights.

I realize tha t this kind  of activity could well be p art  of a mutual 
defense exercise tha t you are not at liberty  to  discuss, but there have 
been views expressed tha t it might be something else in this  case, tha t
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these flights are carrying  mili tary  equipment or supplies destined 
either directly or ind irectly for the  factions that we have been support
ing in Angola.

Can you tell us anyth ing more about this ?
Mr. Ellsworth. No, I cannot.
Senator Clark. You have never heard of the stepped-up flights?
Mr. Ellsworth. That is correct.

BALANCING SOVIET/CUBAN INVOLVEMENT

Senator Clark. I would like to go into the question, i f I may, of 
what it  would take to  balance the Soviet and Cuban involvement there  
in your judgment.

Could a milita ry stalemate have been achieved in Angola i f the  $28 
million of additiona l a id that the administration was seeking had been 
made available.

Mr. Ellsworth. No, I do not thin k so.
Senator Clark. You do not think tha t would have caused a 

stalemate ?
Mr. E llsworth. Not militari ly.
Senator Clark. Therefore , you would doubt tha t the $9 million 

contained in the mili tary  appropria tions  bill, which was blocked, 
would have been adequate to achieve a stalemate mili tarily  ?

Mr. Ellsworth. Th at is correct.
Senator  Clark. Do you have any personal estimate, or any ideas 

at all, of what might have been required to offset the Soviet and Cuban 
equipment there ?

As I recall it, in mid-December, the figures were a littl e less tha n 
$200 million estimated in mili tary  equipment tha t the Soviets had 
delivered. The Secretary of State  was quoted saying something like 
5,000 to 6,000 Cuban troops, something in. the area of 400 Russian 
advisors.

What do you thin k would have been required,  or would be required 
now, to achieve a stalemate—not a victory, just a stalemate?

Mr. Ellsworth. I do not know the answer to tha t question as to 
the past. As to  the present, as I  said to  Senator Biden in response to 
a somewhat dif ferent form of the same question, I am not prepared  
today to make recommendations.

Senatbr  Clark. In  any case, it seems quite clear to you tha t another 
$28 million would not have tu rned  the situat ion around or c reated a 
stalemate tha t could have brought about the goals tha t we wanted 
to achieve?

Mr. Ellsworth. I t could not today.
Senator Clark. Do you think  it could have in mid-December?
Air. E llsworth. Before I answer that, I would like to go back and 

review the s ituation in mid-December. One must look a t the situation  
in mid-December from tha t perspective.

I would be skeptical tha t that amount would have been sufficient 
given the level of Soviet-supplied mili tary  equipment—the kind of 
equipment, the numbers of Cuban forces there to handle it and de
ploy it and use it in battle—tha t tha t would have been sufficient to  
have established a conventional mili tary  balance at tha t time.

Tha t is off the top of my head.
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Senator Clark. I am inclined to agree with you, Mr. Secretary. 
I t seems to me that given the present situation, 11,000 Cuban troops, 
400 Russian advisers, and some $200 million, that  it would take a good 
deal more tha n money to offset that  kind of organization, t ha t kind of 
experience ?

Are not mercenaries absolutely essential ?
Air. E llsworth. In  very large  numbers. I do not know whether 

“mercenaries” is the word.
Sena tor Clark. Troops.
Mr. E llsworth. Substantial numbers of train ed and experienced 

combat men would be necessary to counterbalance th at k ind of a mili
tar y presence. Of course, the other  a lternat ive is for those Cubans to 
leave. That also would establish a balance.

Senator Clark. As long as they  stay and the Russians stay, it 
would require either our involving a good number of advisers or 
troops or someone rec ruiting mercenaries to offset tha t or the South 
Africans coming back in.

One of those things certainly  would have to occur, would they not, 
to  create a stalemate ?

Air. E llswtorth. There would have to be, in one way or another, 
■either the withdrawal of the  Cubans or  the Russians, or the introduc
tion of large numbers of trained, experienced combat soldiers—very 
large numbers.

Senator Clark. You would assume that if  the administra tion comes 
openly to this committee or to the Congress tha t th at is going to have 
to be a part of the request ?

Air. Ellsworth. I do not know.

U.S ./SO VIET COMPETITIVE ESCALATION"

Senator Clark. Is it not likely tha t additional IT.S. mil itary  assist
ance would encourage additional Soviet assistance and the competition 
would escalate seriously before any kind of final solution would oc
cur? Would you not assume from your position that if we were to 
continue to  escalate, the Soviets would certainly continue to escalate?

Mr. Ellsworth. I was not aware tha t we were escalating.
Senator Clark. I said “ if we were to.” In  other  words, if we were to 

go in with another $28 million or  $50 million or $100 million or what 
ever—

Air. E llsworth. I do not know. I w’ould have to  see the package. I  
have not seen any proposals anywhere in the administration that we 
escalate our mili tary  assistance in  Angola. I  have not seen any such 
proposal.

Senator Clark. Certainly the $28 million in December was for an 
escalation, or doubling of our effort. You mean beyond the $28 
million ?

Air. E llsworth. You were speaking  about continuing to escalate. 
Aside from the use of the word “continue”—I have not seen any pro
posals for any continuing  mili tary  assistance in Angola on the part 
of the administration.

Senator Clark. Over and above the $28 million that was requested?
Air. E llsworth. That is correct.
Senator Clark. Senator Case ?
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Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am a guest of the subcommittee. I  apprecia te your invitation.
I am just try ing  to  soak up the information you have been giving 

the subcommittee. I do no t have it all clearly in my head yet.

DOD TESTIM ONY INFORMATIONAL only

Your appearance here is for our information as to existing condi
tions and not in support of any proposal that  is coming from the 
executive branch at this time, is that  correct?

Mr. Ellsworth. Tha t is correct.

WILL CHINE SE RETURN TO OPPOSE RUSSIAN-SUPPORTED GROUP?

Senator Case. Th is may be out of your own competence. If  so, please 
tell me, or if for any other reason you do not want to go into it , tell me 
too.

One o f the reasons tha t many of us felt that we should stop the 
Angola operation was the facte-Ahere were three reasons, really, that 
nobody else but us was doing i t as fa r as the  West went ; China had 
quit;  and—I was not counting South Afri ca in the West—South 
Africa  was getting in there b ig—and the whole combination looked to 
us as a very bad bet. At least that, is my own feeling about it, apart  
from the question of whether or not we should be involved in another 
country’s civil  war  and whether or not Russia should be involved on 
one side or the other.

Do you have any knowledge tha t the Chinese may be interested in 
attempting  to come back and give a hand to the side that is opposing 
the Russian-supported group?

Mr. Ellsworth. No: I  have no information tha t they are, Senator.
Senator  Case. Or are not?
Mr. Ellsworth. Or are not.
Senator Case. E ith er way.
Mr. Ellsworth. Tha t is correct. I do not have any information 

that  they are or a re not.
Senator  Case. Would it not seem strange t ha t they are a l ittle un

happy  about the  way things  are  going? They have upbraided  us with 
not being tough enough with  the Russians in other areas. Presumably 
they are not anxious to see the Russians gain an unusual advantage 
and influence here.

My speculation, frankly, was that they  decided that th is was a losing 
battle as it was going, and decided to pu ll out before they got caugh t 
in an East-W est confrontation, a black-white confrontation on the 
one side of the show to the ir g reat disadvantage in world opinion and 
in A f rica generally. That  is my view.

Assuming t ha t tha t was correct, T thought tha t it was a good idea  
for  us to do the same thing. I would not rule out an opposition to the 
Russians if it could be done on some basis that  had a chance to  succeed 
in bringing about a stalemate and let the Angolans decide it for  them 
selves. I would not rule tha t out.

I am not anxious to  see the  Russ ian side dominate or win, or to see 
any outside influence succeed, and that is why I am asking these 
•questions.
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EUROPEAN , WESTERN INTEREST  IN  SHARING  RESPONSIBILITY

Could you tell me whether  you have any information that any 
Europea n or Western country is interested in takin g a share in this 
responsibi lity ?

Mr. E llsworth. No.

PRESENT SITUATION IN  ANGOLA

Senator Case. Then it  is jus t as bad or worse than  it was before, is it 
not, except tha t the South  Africans have gotten out, which in one re
spect is not  a bad idea, and on the other hand, it eliminates any kind 
of organized mili tary opposition, does it no t ?

Mr. Ellsworth. Yes, sir. As a matter of fac t-----
Senator Case. You made that point, I am sure.
Mr. Ellsworth. I made that  point in my writ ten testimony, both 

ways.
Senator Case. I guess I  am ju st going over a straw that  the chair

man has already thrashed. I  am sorry if  tha t is so.
It  does seem to me from a milita ry standpoint that the  situat ion has 

not changed for the better, as far as opportuni ties fo r success.
Mr. Ellsworth. As I indicated before you came in, the military 

balance with in Angola a t the present time is such that the MPLA has 
overwhelming conventional mili tary  superiority, and has the ca
pabi lity to control the country completely milit arily  in a matter of 
weeks, if they choose to do so.

Senator  Case. For  the same general purposes, do you see any reason 
to expect tha t if we want  to do something about this, we would be 
doing i t on our own without th e support of China, withou t the support  
of Western Europe or Japa n?

Air. Ellsworth. I do not  know the answer to that . It  has not been 
approached yet on tha t kind of a basis.

Senator Case. That  is a little  out of your line anyway, is it  not?
Air. Ellsworth. Not completely, but largely it would be. But that  

approach has never been made, as far  as I am aware.
Senator Case. There is no effort being made by any of them to get 

into the picture or asking us to get into the picture  with them?
Air. E llsworth. No.
Senator Case. Thank you very much.
Senator Clark. Thank  you, Senator Case.

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL REQUESTING MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Air. Secretary, as I understand your testimony, you are no t aware of 
any proposal of the admin istrat ion to come before the Congress re
questing m ilitary assistance?

Air. E llsworth. No; I am not.
Senator Clark. The Secretary of State, in testimony before this 

committee last week, indicated  there may be an administration request 
for funds. That is what I had partic ular  reference to.
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FU ND SOURCES FOR CO NT INUE D COVERT ACTIVIT Y WITHO UT  
CONGRESSIO NAL APPROVAL

Bo th t he  Senate an d th e Ho use passed an a mendm ent , as  you know, 
to t he  D efense  app ro pr ia tio ns  bi ll st at in g th at none of t he  fu nd s o f the 
bill  ca n be used fo r a ctivit ies  in  Angola . A re  the re  an y sources of  funds 
fo r covert ac tiv ity  othe r th an  tho se in  th at bil l, and, if  so, does the  
ad min is trat ion int end, to yo ur  knowledge, to  use these fund s wi tho ut 
th e expres s a pp rova l o f Cong ress?

Mr. E llsworth. Se na tor , I  have con siderable  difficulty, altho ug h I 
hope I succeed, in  ke eping  tra ck  of  the Def ense budget , i f I  ca n answer 
yo ur  qu est ion  in t ha t w ay.

Se na to r Clark. You are no t going  to  seek any fu nd ing fo r the  C IA  
outside  of  th e Defense  bu dg et?

Mr . E llsworth. T hat  is cor rec t.
Se na tor Clark. W ha t is yo ur  ans wer with  reg ard to  the Defe nse 

budget ? As I un de rst an d the amend ment, it  wou ld be imp ossible  fo r 
you  to  spe nd any  money th a t is in th at  bil l fo r Angola.

Mr. E llsworth. In  acc ordance wi th  the  ter ms  of the amend ment, 
th a t is my u nders tan din g.

SH AR ING ANGOLA INFO RM AT IO N,  ANALYSIS  W IT H SOUTH A FRICA N MILIT AR Y

Se na tor Clark. A coup le of  ques tion s abo ut South  A fri ca .
I know you  were  kind  eno ugh to come befor e th is  subc omm ittee . I 

believe it  was you, 6 or  8 m on ths  ago, an d ta lk  w ith  u s du ring  a series 
of hear ings  on Af ric a, An go la  and  a num ber o f countr ies ------

Mr. E llsworth. That  was Mr . Noyes.
Se na tor Clark. I  am  sorry .
Th e M ili ta ry  At tach e’s Office in Sou th A fr ica in cludes  11 rep resenta

tive s of  th e U.S. mili ta ry , as  I  u nd ersta nd  i t. Do thes e rep res entat ive s 
share  inform ati on  and analy sis  a bout An gola wi th th e So uth Af ric an  
m ili ta ry  ?

Mr.  E llsworth. The  an sw er to  th a t is no.
Se na tor Clark. Th ey  do no t share  any inform at ion on An gola?  

Th ere is no t a n exchang e o f inform at ion?
Mr.  E llsworth. T hat  is  co rrect.

FU NC TI ON  OF MILITAR Y AT l'A CH E OFFIC E REP RESENT ATIVES IN  
SOUT H AFRICA

Se na tor Clark. W ha t is the  fu nction of  these  representat ive s ? Why 
do we ha ve th at  many in So uth Af ric a,  in view o f the  f act  tha t we have  
an arm s e mb arg o and  we do not  land  the re  ? W e hav e no ac tiv itie s there 
of  an y k ind . W ha t do these 11 peo ple  do ?

Mr. E llsworth. I  w onder i f I  could pro vid e t he  a nsw er to  th at on a 
classified basis .

Se na tor Clark. Yes.
Mr. E llsworth. Tha nk  you.
[T he  in form at ion re fe rred  to fo llo ws :]

67 -055— 76------ 6
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Defense  Atta che  Office—South  Africa 

(Supplied By Department of Defense)

The size of the Defense Attache Office (DAO) in South Africa is based on 
several  facto rs:

a. Foremost is the importance and scope of the DAO’s mission. The DAO is ac
credited to South Africa, Lesotho, and Swaziland. [Deleted].

b. The necessity to operate and maintain an airc raf t to support Embassy re
quirements as w’ell as those of the DAO. Two of the 11 spaces (the assis tant air  
attache who serves as the copilot and the airc raf t maintenance technician) are 
involved.

c. The physical location of the DAO at  two sites—Pretoria  and Cape Town. 
This increases the requirement for enlisted intelligence a ssist ants  but is essen
tial  to mission accomplishment.

[As of the date of publication, the classified portion of the above 
inser t had not been received.]

UNITED STAT ES/SOUT H AFRICA POLICY COORDINATION

Senator Clark. Since the United Sta tes and South Africa have been 
assisting the same factions  in Angola, presumably, I had certainly 
thought sharing  information and analysis with those factions would 
be necessary. Would i t not be difficult for the  United States and South 
Afr ica not to coordinate the ir Angola policies ?

Mr. E llsworth. There has been no coordination th at I am aware of, 
certain ly none on the milita ry level.

HEARING PROCEDURE

Senator Clark. I  am going to have to ask for a recess again. I do not 
thin k it will be more than 2 or 3 minutes.

Thank you.
[A recess was taken.]
Senator Biden [pres iding]. The hearing will please come to order.
Mr. Secretary, I have a few shor t questions and Senator Cla rk tells 

me—I passed him on the way—he has three or four more.

LACK OF EFFECT  OF UNITED STATES $2 8 MILLION INPU T

As I  was leaving to  vote, Senator Clark, I believe, was asking ques
tions—maybe it was Senator  Case, I  do not recall—whether or not it 
made much difference if  we had put in $28 million, or $20 million or 
whatever, in the  outcome, in l ight  of the significant input  on the par t 
of the Soviets and the Cubans.

I understand  your answer to be probably not.
Mr. Ellsworth. Certain ly not today. It  m ight have, you know, at 

some earlier time a long the line. Clearly not today;  who knows about  
the past.

ADMINISTRATION REQUEST FOR AID TO UN ITA , FNLA

Senator Biden. I understand you were asked about whether you 
knew th at the administra tion was going to be coming forward to ask 
for anv overt aid  to ei ther the MPLA—excuse me, the UN ITA  or  the 
FNLA.
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You sa id  you  were  no t aw are , you did no t know. Is  th at cor rec t?
Mr. E llsworth. I  am no t a wa re  of  an y pro posal s f rom the adminis 

trat io n fo r any kind  of m il itar y ass ista nce  to  any one  in  Angola.
Se na tor B idex. One  of  my concern s th at  I  have ha d since the  firs t 

CIA  b rief in g I  att ended is wha t was the re lat ive str en gth,  p oli tically 
and m ili ta ri ly , of the M PL A, U N IT  A, and FN LA , each stan ding  on 
its  own  ?

I  th in k  th at may be an im po rtan t consider ation to  explo re if,  in 
fac t, we are  going  to be ask ed to  t ak e some so rt of overt  act ion  wi th 
re ga rd  to  tr y in g to  a t lea st lessen the ma rch  o f th e M PL A s omewhat.

I  wo uld  like  to  ask  you ab ou t th at  more pa rt icul ar ly .

ux ita / fxla capability with additional u .s. monetary, arms support

Is  U N IT A  or  the F NLA , a bsent th e p resence of  U.S . m ili ta ry  forces 
whi ch you  hav e ruled  out , cap abl e, as a consequence,  with  addit ion al 
money an d arm s to do much abou t the sit ua tio n in An go la ?

Does e ach  have the m ili ta ry  exp ert ise  and le aders hip ele ments  among 
its  own t o be able to m ake use o f a mass infusio n o f sophis tic ate d m ili 
ta ry  weapo ns, i n your judg me nt?

Mr.  E llsworth. I f  I  may, I  would  answ er th at  on t he  o ther  s ide of 
the  coin by saying, as I  h ad  s aid  a lready, th at  i f o ne could envision all  
of the Cubans out and all  of  th e Sov iet equ ipm ent cu t off, then  th at 
wou ld be one way  of wo rking  towa rd  the  resto ra tio n of  a reasonable,  
local , co nvent ion al mili ta ry  balan ce.

I  th in k t hat an swers yo ur  questio n.
Ba sic all y I  would th in k th a t the U N IT A /F N L A  wou ld have 

tra ined  per son nel  and pro fes sio na l mili ta ry  le aders hip , sp ir it,  m oral e, 
organiza tio na l capabil ities th a t wou ld pe rm it the m on th a t kin d of  a 
basis to  constitute  a rea sonably  equ itab le loca l mili ta ry , conventional 
mili ta ry  balanc e w ith  the M PL A.

Se na tor B idex. Th at  is w ha t I  am ask ing , an d you  an swe red  di rec tly.  
The  reason I  asked t ha t,  we have had  num erous repo rts  f rom  so-called 
experts  an d nonexpert s th at Dr . Neto  was con siderably  more as tut e 
th an  Ho lden  Rober to, th at the morale , did  in fac t, va ry  among  the  
thr ee  f ac tio ns  w ith  the M PL A being m ore discip lined, more mili ta ril y 
discip line d, be tte r tra in ed , absen t or  pr io r to  the large inf usion  of 
Soviet, a rms .

That  is why  I  asked, because  my  concern  f rom  th e beg inn ing is, even 
ass um ing  i t was decided th a t it  w as in ou r i nteres t t o stop the MPL A,  
which I will not arg ue at  th is  moment, assum ing  it is, can we win  ? Can 
we do a ny th in g a bout i t ?

Mr . E llsworth. Not as long  as  th e Cub ans  a re th er e and the Sov iet 
m ili ta ry  eq uipment is there .

Se na tor Bidex . I  asked th is  question before of  ad min ist ra tio n and 
no na dm in ist ra tio n officials. Th ere was a good  deal of  disagr eem ent  
wh ethe r or  not , in a to ta lly ind igenous war  wi th th e three An golan  
fact ion s backed only wi th m ili ta ry  equ ipm ent  fro m t he  o utside in an 
equal we ight  a nd  m ann er,  th a t Savim bi or  R oberto ha d the capabil ity  
or  m ili ta ry  exp ert ise  to  d o with  wh at they  h ad  wh at  N eto had. There  
was  a gr ea t dea l of  ske pticism. Tha t is why I  am askin g the question 
which  you have  answered.
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STOPPING MPLA I N  LIG HT OF SOVIET MILITAR Y, CUBAN AID

Another thing tha t concerns me—if the MPLA with Cuban help 
and with the infusion of mili tary  aid on the part  of the Soviet Union, 
that level of help, continues, how can the  MPLA be stopped ?

Is there  a way that they can be stopped ?
Mr. E llsworth. Not mil itari ly under  the present circumstances.
Senator Biden. Wha t change in circumstances could stop them ?
Mr. E llsworth. I do not know tha t there  is any, bu t the Chairman, 

Sena tor Clark, was talk ing, and I was in a colloquy with him about 
it, so tha t we both were talk ing in terms o f very substantial numbers 
of tra ined, experienced men well-equipped with modern combat weap
ons introduced from some source in order to counter the MPLA mili
tary , conventional military, capability .

That would be the only way.
Senator Biden. Thank you very much.
Senator Clark  [presiding].  Just three or four more questions, Mr. 

Secretary.
One other question on South Africa .

USE OF U.S. PLAN ES SOLD TO SOUTH AFRICA

Recently there have been reports  on the sale of six Hercules tr ans
port  planes to South Africa. It  also has been reported th at the MPLA 
shot down a South African  a ircra ft.

Are these, or any of the other planes, sold by the United States to 
South Africa being used for transp ort  or other military purposes in 
Angola, to your knowledge?

Mr. E llsworth. May I ask my collaborator, Mr. Reed, to respond to 
that?

Mr. Reed. The planes tha t you refer  to, I believe, are the C-130 
aircra ft tha t we sold to the South African Government prio r to our 
mili tary  embargo in  1963. We have sold no C-130’s to them since that 
time.

Senator Clark. So the Hercules transport planes were sold—six 
Hercules tran sport planes were sold prior  to 1963 ?

Air. Reed. Yes, sir.
Senator Clark. There  are no reports of any sales since then, or there 

have been no sales ?
Mr. Reed. There have been no sales of C-130’s to South Africa since 

tha t time.

PREVENTING SOVIET-SUPPORTED INSURGENCY IN  RHODESIA, 
NAM IBIA . SOUTH AFRICA

Senator Clark. Y ou testified, Mr. Secretary, tha t the Soviet pres
ence in Angola could serve to support insurgents in Rhodesia. Na
mibia. and South A frica itself. Is one of the main reasons for United 
States  assistance to Angola to prevent this from happening, in your 
judgment?

Mr. Ellsworth. Yes.
Senator Clark. What do you think  the impact would be on those 

countries  of a long and escalating war in Angola as to that particular 
problem ?
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Mr. Ellsworth. Well, I guess one could sum up tha t the impact 
would probably be destabilizing. I t would probably be unhealthy.

ZAMBIA. ASS ISTANCE TO FN LA /U N IT A

Senator Clark. You testified tha t Zaire and Zambia could also be 
exposed to the dangers of active, Soviet-supported insurgency as a 
consequence of the ir assistance to the FNL A and UN ITA  and its 
struggle agains t the MPLA.

Has it really been established tha t Zambia gave assistance to the 
FNLA ?

Mr. Ellsworth. To UNITA.
Senator Clark. I thought  your testimony said FNL A and UN ITA  ?
Mr. Ellsworth. I was speaking of them together.

ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF ESCALATING ANGOLA WAR TO ZAIRE, ZAMBIA

Senator  Clark. Would not a long war preventing the opening of 
the railroad have serious consequences for those two countries? Would 
not a continuing, escalating war , i f we were to keep going in and the 
Cubans, the South Africans, the Russians or any p art  of tha t, is th at  
not going to be disastrous to a stable economy for Zaire and Zambia 
in view of the essential nature of the rail road  ?

Mr. Ellsworth. Anything t ha t makes th at  ra ilroad unavailable to  
Zaire and Zambia is going to have a very severe impact on their econo
mies. whether it is a war or whether it is a railroad in the  hands o f a 
hostile government, or whether it is some kind of a washout of the 
roadbed, anything that  makes tha t railroad inaccessible to them will 
have a bad effect on the ir economies.

ESTABLISHING GOOD RELATIONS WITH GOVERNMENT THA T COMES TO POWER

Senator Clark. The MPLA  has repeatedly asserted its commit
ment to nonalinement for Angola and I notice in the pape r again 
today, Neto was quoted as saying  he was nonalined. He has expressly 
stated tha t he does not intend to allow the Soviet Union to establish 
bases in Angola.

If  the United States  wants to prevent the establishment of Soviet 
bases in Angola—certain ly we do—should we not encourage Angola 
on nonalinement and seek to establish good re lations with whatever  
government comes to power there much as we did in Mozambique? 
Would tha t not be a wise way to avoid it ?

Mr. Ellsworth. It  would be one way.

SOVIET PRESENCE IN  AFRICAN COUNTRIES

Senator  Clark. I s it  not true  that the Soviet Union has  failed much 
more often than  they have succeeded to ga in a permanent presence of 
that  kind of African countries?

Mr. Ells-worth. I do no t know; I have not kept count. Bu t I do 
notice tha t they have a couple of permanent presences or a pparently 
permanent presences tha t substan tially enhance the ir surveillance 
capabilities in that area.

Senator Clark. Somalia and Guinea ?
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Mr. E llsworth. That  is correct.
Sena tor Clark. Do you know of any others ? 
Mr. E llsworth. No.

OFFSETTIN G SOVIET-SPONSORED FAC TIO N

Senator Clark. From the Monday morning quarterback’s position, 
do you think some other type of assistance to FNLA m ight have been 
more productive in ligh t of this experience, tha t the DOD should 
forebear in the future to supplying arms to one faction in a civil 
war in an Afr ican country ?

T guess what I am really saying—could you think  of a better ap
proach than  we may have used in Angola tha t would have offset the 
Soviet sponsored faction there ?

Should we have gone another round ? Should we have gone another  
way?

Mr. E llsworth. I f  I understood your question correctly, it was. 
might we not in retrospect have done something other than supply 
mili tary  aid to FNLA.

Senator Clark. That  is right.
Mr. E llsworth. We have not supplied any milit ary aid to FNLA 

that l am  aware of.
Senator Clark. W hat?
Mr. E llsworth. We in the Department of Defense have not sup

plied any milit ary aid to FNLA that  I  am aware of.
Senator Clark. In our Government we certainly have. Certainly  a 

number of people, from the Pres iden t and the Secretary  of State. I 
think , are on record as saying, we have given money for milita ry 
assistance to those two movements. In fact. I  am under the impression 
that you said you thought most of the money had gone to milita ry 
assistance rath er than money tha t could have been used for 
mercenaries.

NLr. E llsworth. Well, you will have to forgive me. but I have had 
in the past  and still do to some extent have responsibil ity for the 
FMS [Foreign Milit ary Salesl and milit ary assistance programs in 
the Department of Defense. Those simply have not been involved at 
all with any of the three factions in Angola.

Senator Clark. Yes, I understand.
Mr. E llsworth. Well. I jus t wanted to make clear  tha t the  Dep art

ment of Defense had not provided any military assistance whatsoever 
to any of the factions in Angola.

Now, then , as for what might have been done by the Government 
differently. I  really have not had the opportunity . Senator, to reflect 
on tha t as a Monday morning  quar terback. I  suppose it is possible to 
go back in history  a number of years and to say by way of criticism of 
past administrations, of the present adminis tration, of the whole 
American Government, tha t there  might have been more imaginative 
and luckier set of perspectives on Africa  as far  as our policy is 
concerned.

I really do not pretend to be an expert on that  area of the  world and 
I  am not prepared at this time to offer those kinds  of criticisms.

Senator Clark. Let me ask you a more specific question, because tha t 
was rath er vague.
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You spoke of the Department of Defense provid ing m ilita ry equip
ment to the  factions  and said, in  fact , none had been provided.

What about Zaire? Could we have given, or did we give, m ilitary 
assistance from the Department of  Defense, equipment that  could have 
been passed on to the factions ?

Mr. E llsworth. No.
Senator  Clark. That could not have happened ?
Nlr. E llsworth. Not legally, and I do not th ink tli at it did in fact.
Senator Clark. There would l>e nothing to prevent the Zairians  

from giv ing military equipment th at  they have obtained from another 
source to one o r both of the  factions and we. in turn , in effect replace 
tha t with m ilitary equipment th at  we gave. There is no way under the 
law to prevent that.

Air. E llsworth. That is correct.

CUB An / sOTJTH AF RICA N INV OL VE ME NT  CHRONOLOGY

Senator Clark. Do you know whether the  Cuban soldiers came into 
Angola before or  afte r the South Africans, since there is some question 
about who is responding to whom, i f there was any response there?

Mr. E llsworth. I  really do no t have a precise chronology on tha t. 
Senator. If  you will perm it me, I  will try  to establish a chronology 
and provide an answer for the record.

Senator Clark. That will be very helpful. If  you could do it in 
terms of not only dates but numbers-----

Mr. E llsworth. Yes.
Senator Clark [c ontinuin g]. That would be useful.
[The information referred to follows:]

Chronology—Cub an / S ou th  Afr ica n I nvo lvemen t in  Angola

[Suppl ied by the Dept. of Defense]
Cuban military personnel preceded the South Africans into Angola. Since 

the late  1960’s a permanent advisory force of approximately [deleted] Cubans 
had supported the MPLA. Fir st indications of the introduction of additiona l 
Cuban personnel were received on 25 July 1975. The introduction of South 
African forces began on 11 August 1975 when a small force was deployed into 
Southern Angola as a security guard for the Cunene hydroelectric project. Key 
dates ar e:
Date:

Event
[Deleted ].
The South African expeditionary force totaled only some 1.000 men at its 

peak ; it was pulled back by late January 1976 to a buffer zone of 30 miles 
beyond the South West Africa front ier and reinforced by another [deleted] 
South African troops. Cuba’s military strength sent to Angola current ly total s 
approximately 12,000.

[As of tlie date of publication, the classified portion of the above 
insert  had not been received.]

DOD POLICY CO NC ERNING  ANGOLA

Senator  Clark. Last, Air. Secretary, there  have been numerous 
reports, as I am sure you read, tha t there were divisions with in the 
administration over its Angolan policy. I suppose there are often 
divisions over most all of the policies tha t are evolved.

Could you tell us where the  Department of Defense stands on thi s ? 
AVas it in support, in fact, of  the covert activities? Did you favo r thi s 
larger or smaller commitment ?
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Mr. E llsworth. Speaking for  myself, I have never had any problem 
supporting the notion of doing what we could to help offset the effect 
of the  Soviet and Cuban assistance to the MPLA, for  the reasons that 
I have outlined in my own statement.

Senator  Clark. You supported the policy that we followed?
Mr. Ellsworth. Certainly.
Senator  Clark. Thank  you very much, Mr. Secretary. I appreciate  

your frankness.
Senator Percy ?

COMM ENDIN G SECRETARY ELLSWO RTH’S TE ST IM ON Y

Senator  Percy. Secretary Ellsw orth,  I would jus t like to tell Senator  
Clark tha t the testimony you gave last week on intelligence and our 
responsibility was most helpfu l and incisive.

INTE RE ST  OF NATO ALLIES IN  ANGOLA

You have had long experience in NATO. Can you summarize and 
tell us what direct or indirect interest  our NATO allies m ight  have 
in Angola, both milita ry and economic interests?

Does Portugal, for instance, retain  any economic or mi litary inte r
est in Angola now ?

Mr. E llsworth. Thank you, Senator.
Fi rst  of all, as fa r as I  know, Portugal retains no special, specific or 

concrete economic or other interes t in Angola. Tha t is my understand
ing. Portugese commercial interests retain some interes t in Angola, 
but beyond that, there is no part icular specific or concrete interest in 
Angola.

Now then, as far  as NATO members generally, of course, first of all, 
the NATO treaty does not extend below the Tropic of Cancer, so there
fore, NATO as an o rganization or as a treaty  or as an alliance has no 
interes t whatsoever, technically speaking, within the four corners of 
the NATO treaty.

Naturally, the states of Western Europe have a general interest in 
the maintenance of stab ility  and the avoidance of  friction,  conflicts, 
controversies tha t might lead to an expanded or enlarged war.

Of course, there is no member of NATO, no state in Western Europe, 
in fact, there is no other nation in the world tha t has  the superpower 
responsibilities t ha t the United States has, save only the possibility of 
the Soviet Union being in tha t category. In  recent years, the Soviet 
Union has achieved the  status of a global superpower. Both of those 
powers, i t seems to me, have a very considerable inte rest in avoiding 
unnecessary abrasions, conflicts, controversies, wars, large and small, 
part icularly  getting themselves involved in them.

I think tha t is what is so unfor tunate, frankly,  about the Soviet 
Union reaching out into Angola and into south central Africa , as i t 
were, and involving its elf so actively and so energetically in th at si tua
tion, in that unfo rtunate country, and in tha t very in tricate , complex 
part  of Africa.

But in answer to your question, I do not thin k tha t there is any other 
country in the world t ha t has the interes t th at the United States  has 
in that situation.
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Senator Percy. You mean in just making sure tha t there is stability? 
Mr. Ellsworth. That  there is stability.
Senator Percy. There is no inclination on the par t of any of our 

NATO allies to unilate rally intervene, fo r instance?
Mr. Ellsworth. Not that I am aware of. I think tha t I would be 

aware of it.

NATO ALLY ENCOURAGEMENT OF U.S.  ACTIONS

Senator P ercy. Can you indicate whether or not any of them have 
directly asked us, or suggested to us, tha t it might  be a good idea 
for the United States in the interes t of overall stabi lity and in the 
interest of our NATO alliance or allies, for us to carry  the ball? 
Have they encouraged us ? Have they in any way condemned the action 
of the Congress in ty ing the administrat ion’s hands in this regard ?

Mr. E llsworth. No; I  cannot indicate, except to say th at  we have 
received some comments from some of our friends, together with a 
number of other events that  they have observed over recent years, 
tha t th is setting our hand to the plow and then not following through  
has caused them some concern, has created in their  minds some area 
of doubt about our readiness to  act in the case of need, not tha t they 
would have necessarily defined Angola as we, the admin istration, did 
as a case of need, but it has raised the question of the relationships, 
the role of the Congress and its ability  to abort this operation. It has 
raised some small measure of doubt, I  think, in the minds of a number 
of our friends o f our readiness to act in case of need. I am not try ing  
to exaggerate. I am not try ing  to overstate or be an a larmis t, because 
I do not thin k tha t the reactions I am speaking about would j ust ify 
that .

Since you asked the question, there  has been some reaction along that 
line.

UNITED STATES VITAL INTERESTS AT STAKE

Senator  P ercy. I  do not  think tha t there  is any question of what we 
need to demonstra te to the Soviet Union. Ju st let them try  to inter 
fere as the Japanese did in Hawai i or Guam or any place like that 
and they will see we have enough national resolve to do anything tha t 
was necessary to put a stop to it.

The question here is whether  or not Angola is the right place for 
such a response. Jus t because the Soviets are in there, do we have to 
go in? That was our problem in Vietnam. Our v ital interests  were not 
at stake, really. It  is a long way away logistically, extraordinarily  
hard  to back i t up and we were backing a side tha t did not have the 
moral streng th, did not have the necessary resolve or sense of unity. 
They were filled with corruption, and we simply could not support 
them. We were embarrassed tha t we had backed the  wrong horse, in 
a sense, although the alt ernative was also pretty  bad.

Our best bet probably  was to stay  out of Angola, and not end up the 
way we did in Vietnam.

Some people say you cannot compare Vietnam and Angola. But  both 
countries are geographically remote from us, and you have said your
self th at you do not favor sending U.S. military forces to Angola.

Can we agree, then, tha t our vital interest is not enough at stake 
there to just ify it—but when our v ital interests are th reatened we a re
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going  to stan d up  an d fight fo r wha t we th ink is righ t an d fig ht to 
win  ?

Mr. E llsworth. Absolute ly.

u.s. /un ita / fnla  understanding concerning mercenaries

Se na tor  P ercy. On  the  ques tion  of  m ercenaries , we h ave  ra ise d th at  
issue, an d i t gets  into an odd a nd  difficult area.

Does the U.S. Gover nment  have any so rt of  un de rs tand ing wi th 
U N IT  A o r t he  FN LA about wh ethe r t he  f un ds  we prov ide d the m can 
or  can not  be used to hir e m erc ena ries ?

Ha ve  we cove red th at  su bje ct in specifics w ith  the m ? Th ere  is  a con
cern  a nd  questi on as to  w he ther  o r n ot  f un ds  are being  used—the se a ds 
you see in  the paper, offers o f $1,500 a  mo nth  an d so fo rth .

The general  assum ption  is nobod y has th a t kin d of  money oth er 
th an  the  CI A,  so it mus t be the CI A.  That  is no t a necessa ry conc lu
sion at  all,  bu t do we hav e an y kind  of  un de rs tand ing th at  you can 
discuss with  us?

Mr. E llsworth. Se na tor C la rk  an d I  have ha d a number of  ques
tions an d answer s about th at , an d to sum up my answers to him  to  all 
of those ques tions , we in the Dep ar tm en t of  Defense  have  no knowl
edge  of  any kind  o f me rce nary opera tions,  an d th at  w ould also ap ply 
to the  ques tion  th at  you h ave  asked.

REC OMMENDATION S SOLICITED FROM SECRETARY ELL SWORT H

Se na tor P ercy. A s a sk ille d leg isl ator  yourse lf in t he  p as t and  ha v
ing  been in two  bra nch es of  gov ern me nt, do you have any solution to 
th is  problem ?

In  our form of governm ent, we have go t to be so open , and the 
ten den cy is to get  m ore and  more  o pen abou t it. Th e very fac t th at  the  
ad min ist ra tio n comes fo rw ar d and reques ts some thing  cov ertly or  
overt ly,  o r o rbits  th e thou gh t th at it may have to  go  o vert in th is par
ticu la r area, the n it says it is g oin g to and then  i t looks  power less and 
im poten t because  it cannot get it. Is  th ere no t any way th at  be fore we 
orbit  these idea s th at  the issues  can be rai sed  so we can  ge t wh at the 
resp onse wou ld be fro m Congress?  I f  we could, we would  not  p res en t 
such a div ided forei gn  policy  to the  wo rld—wh ich  must be e xt ra or di 
na ri ly  confu sin g a nd  very  f ru st ra ting .

Mr.  E llsworth. Se na tor, no ; I do no t have the ans wer to th at or  
solutions to  offer. All I  can say  in response  to yo ur  c omments is th at  
I  am h opefu l that in these mo nths and  weeks t hat we a re g oin g th ro ug h 
th at  we are all at te m pt in g to work ou r w ay towa rd  a  mode o f g overn 
ing . a mode o f h an dl in g o ur  in ter na tio na l relations, o ur  fo reign affair s, 
ou r na tio na l defe nse  and ou r s ecu rity intere sts , wherever  th ey  may be, 
th at  will  be on a uni fied  basis , th at  wil l be on a str on g basis  wh ich  
will pro vid e th e res t o f the  w orld wi th confidence in wh at ou r p osi tion 
is and wh at  ou r rea din ess  is and wh at ou r capabil itie s are,  and wh at  
ou r policies  are  wi th  confidence, be it  in the  minds of  ou r po tent ia l 
adversa rie s o r o ur  fr iend s and  al lies.

Se na tor  P ercy. I  hop e th at  we can  work to ward th at . I  th in k t h a t 
it  i s e xt ra or di na ri ly  im po rta nt .

I  th in k th at  the action the House  too k th e othe r day  in  rev ers ing  
the decis ion o f th e subcommit tee  was a bso lute ly rig ht .
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From  my  di scussio ns w ith  people  back in Ill inoi s y es ter day, I  fou nd  
alm ost  un ive rsa l s up po rt  fo r t hat  ac tion . P eop le o f th is  cou nt ry  are not  
so s tupid as to th in k we can  co nduct  a  govern me nt an d ju st  lay  ev ery 
th in g o ut  on the  table and do i t all  as  openly as some would h ave us  do. 
Th is i s not  a pu re  democracy .

It  is a dangero us th ou gh t to t ry  to  move us in t h a t d irection .
We sho uld  not  ha ve  to sub mi t eve ry th ing to  re fer endum.  The  peo ple  

of th is co un try  know  tha t,  a nd  the y do no t w an t i t.
Th is is why I  took  a st ro ng  posit ion . I  fe lt  th a t the posit ion  th e 

Senate was put in to  tr y  to vote  on rel eas ing  a  259-page re po rt  on as 
sassinations w hen  we ha d a co py of  th e re po rt  a t 9 o ’clock an d the  vo te 
was to come at  1 o’clock  was abou t t he  m ost lud icr ous posit ion  I  h ave 
eve r been p ut in as an  ind ivi du al,  a nd  I  fl atly s ta ted t hat  I  would v ote  
again st it  i f t he  vo te c am e; o f course , we d id  no t have a vote.

I  th in k yo ur  tes tim ony before  u s t he  othe r day was ex trao rd in ar ily 
he lpf ul . A  gr ea t m any o f us, a nd , I  th ink,  the  Am eri can  peo ple,  wan t to  
work toward fin ding  a way th a t we can,  in a de moc ratic /re pu bl ican  
process ca rry on fo re ign pol icy  an d ou r na tio na l sec uri ty an d def ense 
and intell igence  w ork in  such  a way that we work to ge ther,  no t a t odds.

I  hope th at as a resu lt of  al l of  th is  soul searc hin g we ar e do ing 
th at  we are  go ing to  find a  wa y to do it  an d I  th in k you h ave bee n very 
he lpf ul.

Mr . E llsworth. Tha nk  you.
Se na tor C lark. Tha nk  you  very  much.

NA TO  SU PP ORT  CON CER NIN G ACT IO NS IN  AN GO LA

One las t cla rif ica tion. Air. Secre tar y. I th in k you made it cle ar in 
you'- answer to Se na tor Pe rcy  a nd  Se na tor  Case about NA TO  s up po rt  
con cer ning actions  in An go la— it  was my un de rs tand ing th a t your  
ans wer to Se na to r Case was th a t ou r NA TO  allies were no t assis tin g 
the f act ion s th a t we s up po rt in A ngo la.

Air. E llsworth. Tha t is correc t.
Se na tor Clark . Th an k you.

COM M ENDATIO N OF  SE CR ET AR Y EL LS W ORT H

I th in k yo ur  tes tim ony has  been very he lpf ul.  I  pa rt ic ul ar ly  
apprec iat e yo ur  fra nkness  and the  brev ity  of yo ur  ans wers an d your  
responsiveness.

Tha nk  you ve ry much f or  coming,  bo th o f you.
Air. E llsworth. Tha nk  you,  Air. C ha irm an .

W IT N ESSES

Se na tor Clark. We are  g oing  to  he ar  n ex t fro m D r. Leon Goure , a 
profe sso r with  th e Cente r fo r Ad vanced Stud ies  o f the  Uni ve rs ity  of 
Aliami.

AVe wou ld like all three  of  the witn esses to come to  th e tab le.
AA’e wi ll he ar  th e witnesses  in t he  o rd er  they  a pp ea r on th e ag en da — 

Pr ofes so r G oure, Pr ofes so r Schulman,  a nd  Air. We issm an an d reserve 
the remaind er  of ou r t ime  f or  discussion so you c an com ment back an d 
fo rth on each ot he r’s testimo ny.
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Dr. Goure. I have a prepared statement for the  committee. I thought 
to save the committee time tha t 1 might simply present  a summary of 
tha t paper.

Senator Clark. Excellent.

STATEMENT OE DR. LEON GOURE, PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR AD
VANCED INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, THE U NIVERSITY OF MIAMI

Dr. Goure. Mr. Chairman. I  would like, at the outset, to emphasize 
to you and the members of thi s committee th at the subject I feel most 
competent to discuss is how the Soviet Union perceives the interna
tiona l situation, i ts relations  with the United States, and in this spe
cific case, how it sees the developments in Angola  and its involvement 
in that country in relation  to the United  States-Soviet detente and 
overall Soviet objectives.

SOVIET CONCEPT  OF “ PE AC EFUL  COEXISTENCE”

In  order to understand Soviet actions in Angola, it is essential to 
appreciate the differences between the Soviet concept of “peaceful 
coexistence” as a basis for its relations with the United  States and 
the American views of the implications of “detente.” Much of the 
misunderstanding which has arisen between the two countries stems 
from American assumptions that the Soviet Union shares essentially 
our unders tanding of the basic rules and purposes of detente, even 
though the Soviet leadership has defined its views of the scope and 
limits  of United States-Soviet cooperation with grea t candor.

According to the Soviet definition of “peaceful coexistence,” its 
princip les apply only to relations between states of the  opposing sys
tems—Communist and capi talis t—and provide primarily  for agree
ments aimed at reducing the danger of the occurrence of a nuclear war 
between them. Beyond this, however, as Soviet leaders persistently 
remind us, “peaceful coexistence” means neither the cessation of what 
Brezhnev has called the continuing  and irreconcilable struggle be
tween the two systems for dominance, nor cooperation for the preserva
tion of interna tional  stabi lity, nor the cessation o f Soviet efforts to 
promote and support social-political changes in what they describe as 
the “remaining sphere of influence” of the  West in general and of the 
United Sta tes in particular .

The Soviet leadership specifically excludes the so-called “anti-im
peria list nationa l liberation” movements struggl ing for “to tal” polit i
cal and economic independence and for socialism in the T hird  World 
from the rules of “peaceful coexistence.”

Indeed, Moscow perceives the  national liberation struggle as a very 
important and highly  effective element in the global revolutionary 
process and as a major  ally of the Soviet Union and the Communist 
movement in what is described as the ir “ join t offensive against impe
rialism and capitalism in the struggle for the victory of socialism.”

In  the Soviet view, the national liberat ion movement makes a critical 
contribu tion to shif ting  the “correlation of world forces” in favor of 
the  Soviet Union by helping to erode U.S. global positions and influ
ence, to diminish its power and to isolate it from the  rest of the world.

Furthermore, “peaceful coexistence” is not an end in itself, but a
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strategy and an instrument, one of whose purposes, according to Soviet 
pronouncements, is to create favorable conditions for the upsurge and 
successes of the revolutionary and nationa l liberat ion movements, 
because it unila teral ly restrains the United States from effectively 
opposing these movements, or Soviet at tempts to exploit them.

Thus, according to the Soviet Government newspaper Izvest ia of 
November 6, 1975, peaceful coexistence “is intended to create a world 
order under which the inevitable social changes within states [i.e., 
non-Communist states] would not result in internationa l conflicts, 
clashes, and devastating wars. This is the only true  meaning of 
detente.”

It  should also be noted t ha t while “peaceful coexistence” prohibits 
wars between the states of the two opposing systems, i t does not pre
clude the use of force by the revolutionary and national  liberation 
movements and the so-called “progressive” states.

As Premie r Kosygin asserted on Ju ly 3, 1972, and as Soviet leaders 
and spokesmen have repeated over the years, the r ight of peoples and 
“progressive” countries to resort to armed uprisings and to wars of 
national libera tion agains t domestic reactionary forces and foreign 
imperialism is “sacred” and Soviet pol itical and m aterial  suppo rt for 
such struggles is declared to be “one of the paramount princip les of 
Soviet foreign policy.”

SO VI ET  IN TER V EN TIO N  I N  PO RT UG UE SE  AFR IC AN CO LO NI ES

Soviet intervention in Angola is a vivid example of the practical 
implementation of “peaceful coexistence.” Soviet involvement in that 
country goes back some 20 years when, it alleges, the MPL A was orga
nized “on the initiat ive of the Communist P art y and the allied Pa rty  
of Joint  Strug gle of the Afr icans of Angola.”

The Soviet Union was s imilarly  involved in the other  Portuguese 
colonies, notably in Guinea-Bissau and Mozambique.

The April 1974 mili tary  coup in Portugal and the decision of the 
Spinola  government to end Portugal 's colonial rule in A frica  opened 
up a major oppor tunity  for the Soviet Union to try  to influence de
velopments not only in Angola but in sub-Saharan  A frica  as a whole. 
Bather than detail the chronology of subsequent Soviet actions in 
Angola, I would like to make a number of observations about  Soviet 
perceptions and risk-benefit calculations.

SO VIET  PERCEPT IO NS,  R IS K -B E N E F IT  CA LC ULA TI ONS OF  IN TER V EN TIO N

First  o f all. any opportuni ty Moscow saw for play ing a significant 
role in Angola required tha t the M PLA achieve a dominant position. 
As it was the weakest of the three contending groups, th e Soviet Union 
saw the need to strengthen it  militarily , which it began doing  in March 
1975. By May, the first contingent of Cuban mil itary personnel ar 
rived.

The U.S. failure  to publicly react to these Soviet moves reinforced 
Moscow’s belief tha t the United States  was unl ikely to make a major  
issue of the Soviet-Cuban involvement. Indeed, the response was to 
provide some covert arms aid to the FNL A and UN ITA from Zaire, 
Zambia and later, by China and South Africa, thus confirming Mos-
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cow’s judgment th at the U.S. Government continued to give top prio r
ity to it s detente policy.

The Soviet Union also perceived a strong  interaction  between the 
developments in Portugal and those in Angola. In its view, the  shift s 
to the Le ft in the two countries reinforced each other and were believed 
to be largely interdependent.

Consequently, while the ruling milit ary council in Portugal  was 
under the leadership of General Goncalves and strong Communist 
influence, Moscow expected that the Portuguese  military would act in 
concert wi th the M PL A; the  fall of Goncalves, however, brought this 
Soviet expectation to naught.

With the MPLA’s control of Luanda threatened bv the forces of 
the FNL A and UN IT A, the  Soviet Union apparently  decided to 
mount a rescue operation by covertly bringing in on October 1975 
large numbers of Cuban combat troops who knew how to use the 
modern weapons the Soviet Union had sent to Angola. Once again, 
the United States failed to make a public issue of this escalating Com
munist intervention.

The military  successes of the Cuban forces and the weak reactions 
of the countries supporting the FNLA and UNITA led Moscow to 
decide tha t there was little  risk in support ing an MPLA-Cuban cam
paign to take over all of Angola. The South African intervention 
proved a blessing to the Soviet Union. On the one hand, it was too 
small to overcome the Cuban forces, and on the other, it not only dis
credited UNITA, but generated  increased support for the MPLA on 
the part of African States  and allowed Moscow to claim that it was 
helping the Angolan people to resist South African aggression and 
the possible takeover of the country.

Furthermore , this gave Moscow an opening to ident ify the United 
States with  South Africa.

The establishment in November 1975 of the People’s Republic of 
Angola with an MPLA Government and the recognition accorded it 
by nearly half  the African  States, provided Moscow with a legitimiza
tion of its intervention, which now is claimed to be carried out a t the  
request of the legal Government of Angola.

It  is in this context tha t Pravda, on Jan . 3, 1976, called for an end 
to “foreign armed intervention,” meaning, of course, South Africa , 
Zaire, Zambia and, indirectly, the United States. Neither in that. 
Pravda  article nor in the widely cited article in the Jan. 29,1976. issue 
of Izvestia were there any indications tha t Moscow was prepared to 
seek a real political se ttlement. Indeed, it is difficult to understand how 
these articles could have given rise to expectations in the U.S. press 
tha t the Soviet Union stood ready to seek a compromise, especially 
at a time when its confidence in the total success o f its policy was 
becoming increasingly pronounced.

Secretary Kissinger’s warnings beginning in December that Soviet 
action in Angola threatened the future of detente not only escalated 
the significance for U.S.-Soviet relations of development in Angola, 
but also raised the question of the credibi lity of these warnings, as 
well as the ability of the U.S. to affect the situation  in Angola. Tha t 
Moscow chose to disregard these warnings reflects a Soviet belief tha t 
the combination of external and domestic constraints on U.S. policies 
is too s trong at this  time to allow the United  States any real options
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and consequently, t hat  the United States, in fact, is not in a position 
to impose serious penalties  on the Soviet Union for its actions in 
Angola.

According to Soviet analyses, the present “correlation of forces” 
between the two systems, both in m ilitary and political terms, is such 
that  the United States  is itsel f anxious to avoid confrontations with 
the Soviet Union and that it views the continua tion of its detente 
policy, to quote a Soviet spokesman, as a “categorical imperat ive.”

The Soviet leadership believes this judgment  to be confirmed bv U.S. 
insistence on giving prio rity  to SALT over the Angolan problem, by 
its reluctance to halt  grain deliveries or to deny fur the r grain  sales 
to the Soviet Union, and by the opposition of Congress to  any U.S. 
involvement in Angola.

Thus, by insisting tha t it will not be deterred  from carry ing out 
what it calls i ts “inte rnational ist du ty” in Angola, the Soviet Union, in 
fact, seeks to underscore the impotence of the United States and its 
inabili ty to use detente  as a means o f deterring Soviet action, and to 
magnify the significance of Soviet successes and power.

The Soviet Union clearly hopes to reap substantial benefits from 
its actions in Angola. Aside from the economic and strategic gains 
which it  might achieve as a result of its close ties to the MPLA Gov
ernment, Moscow sees an opportunity to enhance its prestige  and credi
bility  as the leader o f the global “anti -imperialist  nat ional liberation” 
movement and in part icular, to foster what Izvestia  described on 
Jan . 29, 1976, as “the growing anti-imper ialist  unity of the freedom- 
loving African countries.”

The credibil ity of the Soviet Un ion’s claim to leadership of the so- 
called progressive forces in the Thi rd World  depends on demon
stra ting  that it will not subordinate its support of them to the exigen
cies of its detente relations with the United States.

Thus, as Izvestia stated on December 26,1975:
The African and nonaligned countries have also had an opportunity to see for 

themselves the groundlessness of the Maoist allegations that, under the influ
ence of the normalization of relations  with the capita list countries and the 
relaxation of in terna tiona l tensions, the Soviet Union “will not want” to defend 
the interests of the peoples of young states.

Similarly, Fidel Castro expects to refurbi sh his image as a revolu
tionary leader as a result of the presence and successes of  the Cuban 
troops in Angola  and thereby enhance his role and influence in the 
Third  World in general and in Lat in America in particular.

The Soviet leadership has no illusions about the Marxis t charac
ter  of eithe r the MPLA or the other progressive African regimes, 
and it is not its objective at this time to establish true  Communist 
systems in those countries.

The point a t issue, as Izvestia sta ted on Janu ary  29,1976, is whether 
Angola will have a pro-Western orientat ion which the Soviets claim 
will have a profoundly adverse effect on the unity and progress of 
anti- imperialis t policies of the African States  and on the “further  
widening of the struggle against the racist regimes in the south of 
Africa, that is, Rhodesia and South Africa, or whether i t will have a 
progressive and pro-Soviet orientat ion, thus strengthening Moscow’s 
influence in Africa and in the Th ird World as a whole.
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The persis tent Soviet assertions that the outcome in Angola will be 
critical for  the fur ther national liberation struggle  in the south of 
Afr ica raises the  strong possibility tha t Angola may become a spring
board for such a st ruggle not  only against South  Africa  and Rhodesia, 
but also against  the moderate regimes in Zaire and Zambia.

EFFECTS OF DEVELOPMENTS IN  ANGOLA ON DETENTE

Thus, as far  as the effects of the  developments of Angola on detente 
are concerned, the  Soviet Union is attempting to demonstra te to its 
friends  and potential clients t ha t its  detente relat ionship  does not take 
precedence over its support of the so-called anti-im perial ist forces 
and tha t Moscow is prepared to escalate its intervention in the Thi rd 
World  to an unprecedented level of overt use of force in  support of 
them.

In  so doing, the  Soviet Union also seeks to give the impression tha t 
the United Sta tes has no real options at this time but to give precedence 
to its  detente  policy and that the constrain ts on U.S. policies are such 
as to make Americans increasingly  hesitant to offer effective opposi
tion to Moscow’s attempts.

I t is clearly evident tha t Moscow believes it can play by its own 
rules, leaving it essentially to the United  Sta tes to de termine whether 
or not it  can tolerate them.

[Dr. Goure’s prepa red statement follows:]

P repared Statem ent of D r. L eon Goure

THE SOVIET U N IO N ’S PERC EPTIO NS OF ANGOLA AND  THE IS S U E  OF U.S.-S OV IE T 
RELAT ION S

Mr. Ch air ma n: I would like  to emphasize a t the  outset th at  the  subject I feel 
most competent to discuss is wh at  my colleague at  the  Center for Advanced In 
ternational Studies of the  University  of Miami, Ambassador Foy D. Kohler, 
calls  “the  view from the Kremlin” ; th at  is, how the Soviet lead ersh ip perceives 
the  inte rna tional situ atio n, it s rela tions with the  United  States,  and  in this case, 
the  developments in Angola. I believe most thou ghtful people will agre e th at  th e 
Soviet Union's views of the  world, of its intere sts  and prio ritie s, as well as its  
appreciation of the risks and benefits of its policy choices, in most instances,  
do no t m irro r our own. The Soviet v iew of the world and of in tern ationa l re lations  
is shaped and influenced by an  ideology, h istory, values, experiences, and objec
tives  which, in most ma jor  respec ts, differ fundam enta lly from those of the  
United States. Naturally,  the  Soviet leadersh ip form ulates its  policies and 
dete rmines its stra tegy and  tac tics  on the basis  of its  own perceptions of the  
world and of the  opportu nities it  sees for at tai nin g its  objectives. Consequently , 
Soviet policies and actions  can not  be properly understood  except in the  ligh t of 
Moscow's perceptions.

In  reply to  Secreta ry of S tat e Kiss inger’s warnin g la st December th at  Moscow’s 
intervention in Angola endange red detente , the  Soviet Government’s newspaper, 
Izvestia . on December 25 and  26, 1975, expressed surprise and irr ita tio n over 
wh at it  called Amer ican assert ion s th at  such Soviet behav ior “con trad icts” wha t 
Moscow claims to be its  primary aim, namely, to brin g about a rela xat ion  in 
U.S.-Soviet relations. The newspaper denied th at  such a con tradiction e xists , and 
wen t on to reaffirm once more  a long-s tanding Soviet posit ion to the  effect th at  
Soviet “support of the  people’s na tion al libe ration stru ggle is one of the most im
po rta nt  principles of Soviet  foreign policy.” In a sense, Izve stia is just ified  in 
being imp atient with  American complaints of thi s sort,  because p rior to, as well 
as since the  1972 Moscow Summ it Meeting, Soviet leaders and spokesmen have 
defined and  described  thei r underst and ing  of the  rule s of the ir “peaceful co
existence” policy, a s again st the  U.S. unders tanding of “detente,” with what they  
call  “exhaus tive  c lar ity .”
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According to the Soviet definition of “peaceful coexis tence,” its  princ iples  
apply only to sta te-t o-s tate  rela tions between sta tes  o f the  opposing systems—the 
communist and  the  capit ali st—and specifically provide for  agre ements aimed  at 
reducing the risks of an outbreak of a nuc lea r wa r or  of dangerous con fronta
tions between the superpowers which might lead to such a war. Beyond this,  
however, as  Soviet leaders as ser t, “peaceful coexistence” does not  and cannot mean 
any  kind of sta tus quo between the  opposing systems or  any  cessation  of the ir 
stru ggle for  dominance. In  partic ula r, the  revo lutionary movements inside 
cap ita list  coun tries  and  the  so-called “ant i-im per ial ist nat ion al libera tion ” move
ments  in the Third W orld are  specifically excluded from the princ iples of “peace
ful coexistence .” In  oth er words, as Soviet spokesmen emphasize , “peaceful co
existence” assures only the  inviolab ility  of fro ntiers  and  ter ritori es of countries 
aga inst aggress ion, bu t it  does not include, as they say the  American concept of 
detente does, the  principl e of inviolab ility  of socia l-polit ical systems inside non
communist countries , or of what they describe as the  “remainin g sphere Of in
fluence” of the  west  in general, and  of the  U.S. in  p art icu lar . Indeed, as Gene ral 
Secretary  Brezhnev and Premie r Kosygin proclaimed immediately  af te r the  1972 
Moscow Summit, and as they and other Soviet lead ers have repeated  ever  since, 
“peaceful coexistence” does not  and cann ot deny the “sac red” righ t of  the peoples 
an d countries  of the  Th ird  World to struggle for  wh at they call to tal  po'litical 
and  economic independence f rom Western domina tion and  for  socialism. More than  
tha t, according to Sovie t assertions, the  nat ional libe ratio n movement is seen 
as an imp ortant  ally  of the Soviet Union and the  communist movements in wh at 
is described as thei r “joi nt offensive again st imperial ism and  cap ital ism in the  
struggle for the  vic tory  of social ism.” Thus, con trary to Secreta ry Kissin ger ’s 
warn ing th at  detente must be “indivisible” i f it  is to be a  viable rela tionship , the  
Soviets view “peacefu l coexis tence” as  being highly divisible, and  cla im th at  any 
othe r approach, according to their  pronouncement, is “illus ory,” “dead ,” “ba nk
rup t,” and  “un rea list ic,” because it  ignores the  “re al” world and the  actu al sta te  
of power rela tion s therein.

“Peaceful  coex istence” is not seen by the  Soviet leade rs as an end in itse lf, 
but ra ther  as  a  s tra teg y and an ins trume nt in an ongoing process which Brezhnev  
has described as the  cont inuing and  irreconci lable  struggle between  the  systems. 
Specifically, “peaceful coexis tence” is defined as  being a “special” and “high ly 
effective” form  of thi s struggle, aimed  at  creating favorable conditions for  the 
upsurge of the  revolut ionary’ and  “an ti-im per iali st nationa l lib era tion” forces 
thro ughout  the  world and  for  active Soviet suppor t of them. “Peaceful coex
isten ce” is said to create  these  favo rable conditions by placing inc reasing con
str aints on the ability and willingness of the  United  Sta tes to reso rt to force 
or other mea sure s to oppose these movements. In  their  turn, the successes of 
these movements are seen as helping to bring about a fu rth er  sh ift  in the  “cor
rela tion  of world forces” in fav or of the  Soviet Union, thereby strengthen ing  
these  con strain ts on the U.S. and  reducing the risks th at  Soviet  expans ionist 
policies m ay provoke conf rontations  with the United States. Indeed, as  a n art icle  
in Izv est ia of  November 6, 1975 pointed out, peaceful coexis tence  “is inten ded 
to create  a world order und er which the  inev itab le social changes wi thin sta tes  
[i.e., non-communist sta tes ] would not res ult  in intern ational conflicts, clashes 
and dev astating w ars. This  is th e only t rue meaning of detente .”

It  is important to emphasize th at  in the  Soviet view, these injunc tions aga inst 
foreign inte rventio n in the revolutionary and  nat ional libera tion  stru ggle do 
not apply  symm etrically to both sides. Rathe r, they  apply only to the  capitali st 
coun tries  in general, and the U.S. in par ticula r, because by defini tion thei r aims 
are  reactionary  and imperia list,  and consequently the ir intervent ions are “ag
gressions” again st the  peoples struggl ing for progress and  socialism. CPSU 
Central  Committee and  Poli tburo member  M. A. Suslov invoked th is per sistent  
Soviet line  when he declared  in a speech on July 4, 1975, th at  “peaceful coex
isten ce” serves to res trict the  “possib ilities for  the  so-called ‘export of  counter 
revo lution’ ” by the West. The Soviet Union and its  allies,  however , cannot lie 
res tric ted  in their  r igh t to exerc ise their “intern ationali st du ty” to g ive w hate ver 
suppor t is necessary to the  nat ion al libe rat ion  movements and  to shield them 
again st Western interference.

In  partic ula r, while “peaceful coexis tence” is inten ded to prec lude wa r be
tween the  sta tes  of the opposing systems , it does not prohib it res ort  to violence 
in wh at the  Soviets call “ju st ” wars of liberation . As ear ly as Ju ly 3. 1972, 
Premier Kosygin asserte d th at  “peaceful coexistence” in U.S.-Soviet rela tions 
“in no case means the rejection  of the rights  o f peoples, arm s in hand ,” to strug-
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gl e fo r nat io nal  libe ra tion, and lie pr oc la im ed  th a t th e So viet  Un ion “un fa il in gl y 
a ss is ts  pe op les which  ha ve  ri se n in  st ru ggle  again st  th e  co lo ni al is ts .” Thi s also  
has become  a  pers is te n t th em e in  So viet  pr on ou nc em en ts . F o r ex am ple,  an  ar ti c le  
in  Iz vest ia  of  Sep tem be r 11, 1973 s ta te d  t h a t w hi le  w ars  as  a m ea ns  of  reso lv ing 
d is pute s be tw ee n th e g re at po w er s m ust  be  “b an ne d, ” th e  So viet Union  “m ust  n ot  
‘ba n ’ civi l or na ti onal li ber at io n  w ars ” or ar m ed  up rising s.  Sim ilar ly , an  ar ti cl e 
in  t he  N ov em be r 1975 i ss ue  of th e  p art y -m il it a ry  j ourn al,  C om mun ist  o f t he Ar me d 
For ce s,  ass ert ed  th a t “the co m m un is t p a rt ie s and o th er pr og re ss iv e fo rc es  con 
si der it  th e ir  du ty  to  su ppo rt  th e  pe op le s’ sa cr ed  st ru ggle  again st  var io us fo rm s 
of  op pr es sion  and  th e ju s t li ber at io n  w ars  again st  im pe ri al is m .” An d, as  was  
no te d,  So viet  le ad er s ha ve  co nt in uo us ly  em ph as ized , as fo r ex am pl e Su slo v did 
on  A pr il 22, 1975, an d USS R Fo re ig n M in is te r Gromy ko  r ep ea te d on May 13, 1975, 
th a t “p ol it ic al  an d m at er ia l su ppo rt  of  th e  nat io nal  lb er at io n  mov em en t” is “one 
of  th e  para m ount pr in cipl es  of  So viet  fo re ig n po lic y.” In de ed , as  Iz ves tia of 
Nov em be r 6, 1975 cla im ed , “t he So viet  Union  has nev er  co nc ea led th e  fa c t th a t 
it  su pp or te d an d now su pport s” w hat it  ca lle d th e “p a tr io ts ” an d “reb el s” in 
Vie tnam , Moz am biq ue  an d An go la,  as  wel l as th e re vo lu tiona ry  fo rc es  in  P o rt u 
gal  a nd  Spai n an d i n o th er c ou nt ries .

P ara ll e li ng  th e  pu bl ic  So viet co m m itm en ts  to  su pport  th e  na ti onal liber at io n  
mov em en ts  and  w ar s,  in cr ea si ng  m en tion  is  m ad e of  th e  ro le  o f th e  So viet  Ar me d 
For ce s in  su pport  of  the m. Acc ording  to  th e Chief  of  th e  M ain Poli ti ca l Adm in is 
tr a ti o n  of  th e  So viet  Arm ed  Fo rces , G en er al  Ye pis hev, “tod ay , th e  de fe ns e Of 
th e  So viet  fa th erl and  is  clo sely ti ed  to  givi ng  co mpr eh en sive  as si st ance to  n a
ti onal li bera ti on  movem en ts,  pr og re ss iv e regimes  and n ew  st a te s which  a re  st ru g 
gl in g again st  im peri a li st  dom in at io n. ” li e  de sc ribe d th is  as  “one  of  th e  mos t im 
p o rt an t m anif est a ti ons” of  t he So viet Arm ed  F or ce s’ “e x te rn al fu nct io n .” M ar sh al  
of  th e  So viet Un ion Grechko, th e USS R M in is te r of  Defen se  an d Poli tb uro  me m
be r, mad e si m il ar st at em en ts  in  hi s w ri tings in  3974 and 1975, and  pr ed ic te d 
th a t th is  “e x te rn al fu nct io n” of th e So viet  Arm ed  Fo rc es  co uld co nt in ue  to  gro w.

The  So viet  in te rv en tion in  An go la is a  part ic u la rl y  good ex am pl e of  how th e 
So viet  Union  ha s been im pl em en tin g it s po licy of  su pport  of  na ti onal libe ra tion  
mov em en ts and how it  pe rceive s th e  pre se n t s ta te  of  th e  “corr el at io n  of  fo rc es ” 
and th e ir  sign ifi ca nc e fo r So viet and U.S . po lic ies . Acc ording  to  So viet  claims, 
Moscow’s su pport  of  th e MP LA  in  Ang ola goes ba ck  to  th e  mid -19 50’s, whe n it  is 
sa id  to  ha ve  bee n fo un de d unde r a d if fe re nt na me , “on th e  in it ia ti ve  of th e Com 
m un is t P a rt y  an d th e Al lie d P a rt y  of  Jo in t S trug gl e of  th e A fr ic an s of An go la. ” 
The  po li tica l clea va ge  be tw ee n th e  MPL A an d th e ri val N at io nal  F ro n t fo r th e 
L ib er ation  o f An go la (F N L A ),  whi ch  is  p ri m ari ly  b as ed  o n th e Bak on go  T rib e in 
no rt hern  An go la,  be gan in  th e ear ly  1960’s a nd became part ic u la rl y  p ro no un ce d in  
th e co ur se  of  th e st ru gg le  in th e Co ngo in 1960-19 64 be tw ee n th e  L eft is t fo rces  
led by P a tr ic e  Lu mum ba , w ith which  th e  MPL A iden tif ied , an d wh ich  w as  su p
po rt ed  by  th e So viet  Un ion , an d th e  W es te rn -s up po rted  na ti onali st  co al iti on  of  
su ch  le ad er s as  Kas ab ub u,  Ado ula and  Mo bu tu,  w ith  wh om  th e FN LA  became  
po li tica lly lin ke d.  Th e ev en tu al  vic to ry  of  Mob utu an d th e  dea th  of  Lu mum ba  
re su lted  in  th e  FN LA  ta kin g an  in cr ea si ng an ti -c om m un is t line  an d ga in in g 
Z air e’s su pp or t. The  So vie t re ac tion w as  to  de no un ce  th e  FN LA ’s “W as hi ng ton 
o ri en ta ti on” and it s “sec ta ri an  po lic y,” an d by  1966 to vie w it  as  a ho st ile or ga 
ni za tion  an d a tool  of  “A mer ican  im per ia li sm .” By  co ntr ast , Moscow rec ogniz ed 
th a t th e MP LA , la ck in g ot he r sp on so rs , had  to  re ly  o n So viet  as si st an ce , ther eb y 
in su ri ng  th a t th e  So viet Union  wou ld  ke ep  co nt ro l ov er  it . As  a  re su lt , ac tive 
So viet su pport  fo r th e MP LA  in cr ea se d.  Furt her m ore , th e  MPL A es ta bli sh ed  tie s 
w ith  th e cl an de st in e Por tu gu es e Com m un is t P art y , an d in  part ic u la r,  th e  le ad er  
of  th e  MP LA , Ago sti nh o Ne to.  be ca me a pe rs on al  fr ie nd of  Cun ha l, who  in  1962 
a rr anged  f or Neto’s f ir st  v is it  to  Moscow.

Su bs eq ue nt ly , So viet m ot iv at io ns  fo r su ppo rt in g th e  MP LA  w er e re in fo rc ed  
by th e  gr ow in g ri valr y  be tw ee n Mo sco w and Pe ki ng  ov er  le ad ers hip  of an d in 
flu ence in  th e  T h ir d  W or ld  na ti onal li ber at io n  movem en t. C hi na ’s in vo lv em en t in 
Ang ola’s ne ig hb or in g s ta te s : T an za ni a an d Za mbia,  an d C hi na ’s su pport  of  th e 
N at io na l Union  fo r th e Tot al  In de pe nd en ce  of  An gola (U N IT A ),  which  was  o r
ga ni ze d in  th e m id-198 0's  by Doc to r Jo n as Sa vimbi , on th e ba si s of  the  O vimbu nd u 
tr ib e in  so uth er n An gola w he re  pe rc eive d by th e So viet Un ion  as  a ch al le ng e to 
it s influ en ce  in  Afr ica.  Th e Ch inese al so  es ta bli sh ed  re la tions  w ith an d ga ve  s up 
po rt  to  th e FN LA , es pe ci al ly  a ft e r th e  v is it  o f Z air e’s P re si den t M ob utu to  P ek in g in  1973.

I t  is no te w or th y th a t th e  So viet Union , con tr ary  to  it s ge ner al  pra ct ic e of  
sp ea ki ng  on ly of  “m ate ri a l” ai d  to  na ti onal li ber at io n  mov em en ts,  op en ly  st a te d
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th at  it  was supplying arm s to the  MPLA gue rril las.  Presu mably, in thi s case 
Moscow sought to gain  cre dit  for  its  suppor t of the anti- colo nial ist stru ggle in 
Angola and believed th at  such a public acknowledgement would not have any 
adverse effects on i ts rel ations with  either1 the  U.S. or  Western Europe , and  th at  
in any event  Por tug al was in no position to retaliate .

The April  1974 m ilit ary  coup in Por tugal and  the decision  of the  Spinola  Gov
ernmen t to end Po rtu ga l’s rule in Africa not  only elim inated the  Portuguese as 
a mil itar y fac tor  in Angola but  provided new opportu nities for  the  Soviet Union 
to influence the pol itica l orient ation of the former Portuguese colonies. Indeed, 
with the emergence of the  new regimes in Guinea-Bissau and Mozambique, Mos
cow perceived a “general  s hi ft to the left” in Africa and a fu rth er  opportun ity to 
lead  the  “ant i-im per iali st” and  “an ti-r aci st” campaign on the cont inen t again st 
both  U.S. and the rem aining whi te ruled  sta tes  of Rhodesia and South  Africa. 
In  Angola, however, the  existence of three movements competing for  
power greatly  complicated Portuguese effor ts to form a tra nsi tional government 
which would take over from Por tugal. Effo rts a t forming a coalit ion of the  th ree  
movements bore no rea l frui t. Although the  Soviet Union at  firs t pra ised  the  
so-called Alvor A greem ent reached in Janu ary 1975, which led to the ins tal lat ion  
of a transi tional regime composed of all  fact ions in Luanda,  the Soviet  Union 
recognized th at  the  MPLA was very weak a t th at  time and, consequently, was 
likely to lose out in the  con test  for  power. Moscow decided, there fore , to build 
up the  MPLA’s m ilit ary  strength  with large shipm ents of modern arms,  which 
app arently  began to reach Lua nda and the  MPLA in March 1975. Meanwhile, 
the  MPLA-FNLA -UNITA coalit ion collapsed, was re-formed, and  collapsed  
again , leading to a n expanding milita ry conflict between the  MPLA and the la tt er  
two groups.

In  addition to prov iding mi lita ry equipment to the  MPLA, the  Soviet Union 
dispatch ed mil itary adviser s to help tra in  MPLA troops. In  May 1975, the  firs t 
contingent of Cuban mi litary  advisers  arrived . By August,  the MPLA had  suffi
cien t streng th to drive the  forces  of the oth er two groups o ut of Luanda, thereby 
establishing its  claim to be the sole government of Angola when the Por tuguese 
with drew  on November 11,1975.

It  is app are nt th at  as developments in Angola unfolded, the re were several 
stages in Soviet perceptions and  stra tegy toward th at  country, and Soviet ri sk / 
benefit calcu lations changed as time progressed. In  term s of Soviet perceptions 
and  calculations, Moscow took note of the fact  th at  the  United States Govern
men t took no public notice  of the ini tia l Soviet-Cuban i nterven tion  in Angola, and 
cer tain ly gave no ind ication  th at  i t m ight  view Soviet actions as endanger ing the  
U.S.-Soviet deten te. Ins tead, some covert  arms aid was provided to the FNLA 
and  UNITA from Zair e a nd Zambia,  a s well a s by China, and late r, South Africa. 
As in other such instances in the  past, the  fai lur e of the  United States to rea ct 
strongly to such Soviet probes and test s of American att itu de s merely served  to 
encou rage Moscow to believe th at  th e United  Sta tes  was unl ikely to make a  m ajo r 
issue  of the Angola situ atio n.

Ano ther  imp ortant  f ac tor  in Soviet decisions on Angola was the developments 
in Portugal. Moscow, a s well as the  Portuguese  Communist I’arty , saw. as P rav da  
of April  24, 1975 pointed out, an “obvious cause-effect rela tionsh ip” between  the  
developments in Portugal  and  Angola. In the Soviet view’, “the armed strugg le” 
of the “progressive” forces in the  Portuguese colonies had resu lted  not only in 
the defeat  of  th e Portuguese Army, but  h ad also, to a  considerable exten t, helped 
to radicali ze it. Consequently, not  only the  Portuguese Communists, but also the  
rad ica l officers in  the  rul ing  mi lita ry council (MPA)', especially  while  it was led 
by General Goncalves, perce ived the MPLA as sha ring the  same ideology and, 
therefore, view’ed it, according  to a member of the council, as a “na tura l ally” of 
the  “revolut iona ry” forces in Por tugal. Indeed , on May 22, th e Council announced 
th at  in carryin g out the  agreeme nt to gran t independence to Angola, it would 
adh ere  to a policy of “act ive ne utra lity” and  “repulse the  reactio nary and alien  
forces atte mpting  to boycot t the  process of decolonization, and thereby impede, 
if only indirectly , the  development of the  revolut ionary process in Portugal .” 
Pravda , on .Tune 10, 1975, r epeated  Cunlial ’s warning th at  the re was danger th at  
Angola might  be t ake n over by “reactio nary” forces in order to frus trat e Po rtu 
gal ’s progressive policies.

For a time, there fore , it  appeare d to Moscow th at  the revo lutionary mi lita ry 
lead ersh ip in P ortu gal,  und er the  s trong influence of the  communis ts, would play 
a major  role in supp orting the  MPLA and th at  a las ting  rela tion ship could be 
established  between revolutionary Por tugal and  a People’s Republ ic of Angola
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under MPLA leadersh ip. The f all  of Goncalves, however, and the  subsequent shif t 
of the MPA to a more moderate  position brough t these Soviet expectations to 
naught .

As a  consequence, the  Soviet Union was faced with the  need to find some other  
way of supporting the MPLA, all  th e more so since the  a llied  forces of th e FNLA 
and  UNITA were on the  offensive and  thr eaten ed  Luanda.  I t was obvious that  
the  MPLA soldiers were n ot able to  quickly ass imila te the use of modern weapons 
and  heavy equipment which the Soviet Union had  sen t to Angola. In  the  light 
of thi s situation , the  Soviet Union apparen tly  decided to mount a major rescue 
operation by means  of a large-scale inte rve ntion of Cuban combat troops, who 
began to arr ive  in ear ly October 1975. Again, the  United  Sta tes  Government did 
not rea ct publicly to thi s intervent ion,  alth ough it was the first time th at  large 
communist . . .

The estab lishm ent of the People’s Republic of Angola af te r the Portu guese 
withdrew’, coupled wi th the recognition which 35 sta tes  init iall y accorded to it 
(including 18 Afr ican  sta tes ) len t legi timacy to the  Soviet-Cuban intervention 
inasmuch as Moscow could claim therea fte r th at  the inte rvention was being ca r
ried out  a t the  reques t of the legal  government of Angola, in accordance with  
inte rna tional  law. By contras t, Soviet spokesmen argued th at  South Africa was 
committing a “direct aggression * * * again st the  sovereign People’s Republic of 
Angola,” and th at  thi s placed South Afr ica  in violat ion of inte rna tional  law. It  
is on this basis th at  Pravda  on Janu ary 3, 1976 called  for  an end to “foreign  
arme d inte rvention,” a call which obviously referred only to South Africa, Zaire 
and  Zambia, and  indi rect ly to the United  States, but  not  to the Sovie t-Cuban 
forces. T here  was  nothing in the Pravda  s tatem ent to  ju sti fy  any expecta tion that  
it might signal a Soviet willingness to seek a nego tiated settlement, as was sub
sequently confirmed by Izvesti a on Janu ary 6. Inste ad,  the  d efea t of the  FNLA, 
the congressional opposition to any U.S. involvement  in Angola, the  isolat ion 
of South Afri ca and  its decision to pull  out  its  forces, which ensured the defe at 
of UNITA, made a Soviet compromise unnecessary .

Soviet actio ns in Angola are a vivid  dem onstrat ion of Moscowt’s princ iples  of 
“peaceful coexis tence” in action.  The novel form  w’hich thi s action has  taken,  
th at  is, the  ove rt inte rven tion of fore ign Communist combat forces in a non- 
Communist country  in supp ort of an  “anti -im per ial ist” and  “progress ive” n atio nal  
liberation movement  endorsed by the Soviet Union, is not  a  d eparture  from these 
principles, but  merely indicate s that , in Moscow’s assessment , such a demonst ra
tion  is polit ically advantageous  and car rie s lit tle  risk  or penal ties.

Secretary  Kiss inger’s warnings, beginning in December, th at  Soviet actions in 
Angola thr eat ene d the  fu ture  of det ent e not only esca lated the  significance 
of developments in Angola for  U.S.-Soviet rela tions, but  also posed the question  
of the  cred ibili ty of these  warn ings , as well as of the  abi lity  of the U.S. to 
affect the  situ ation in Angola. The  fact  that  Moscow chose to dis reg ard  the  U.S. 
attem pt to use detente as a de ter rent show7s th at  it  does not tak e thi s th reat  
seriously because it  believes the  com bination of ex ternal  and domest ic constr aint s 
on United Sta tes  policy to be stro ng at  this time to allow the  U.S. any real  
options. According to Soviet analyses , the present “correla tion  of forces ,” both in 
mil itary and in poli tical  terms, is such th at  the  United Sta tes  itself  is anxious 
to avoid conf rontations  w ith the  Soviet Union and th at  i t views the cont inua tion 
of its  d etente  policy, to quote a Soviet  spokesman, as a “categorical imperative.”

In  Moscow’s perception , ther efore, the th reat  th at  the U.S. may impose serious  
penalties on the Soviet Union in ret ali ati on  for  its  action s in Angola or ini tia te 
effective counter-measures in th at  country  is essential ly hollow. No doubt  the 
Soviet lead ersh ip believes its  judgment  to be confirmed by U.S. insistence on the 
continuation of the  search for  agre ements on arms control,  the  clear indicat ion 
th at  the  U.S. would not with hold  gra in deliveries or cur tai l gra in sales to the 
Soviet Union, and opposition on the  pa rt  of Congress to a U.S. involvement in 
Angola. Thus, by insisting th at  it  is not  det erre d by pressures  from the U.S. in 
car rying out  w hat it calls its  “ int ern ati onali st du ty” in Angola, t he Soviet Union, 
in fact , seeks to underscore the  impotence of the  United  Sta tes  and to magnify  
the  significance of Soviet successes  and power. It  remains  to be seen how the 
Angolan experience will influence Soviet willingness  to inte rven e mil itar ily in 
other nat ional liberation struggles in coun tries  which, in Moscowt’s judgment, are  
not  o f g rea t intere st to the United State s. Such a policy, however, would increase 
the  chances th at  the  Soviet Union may misc alcu late  American att itudes  and 
resolve, thus increasin g the likelihood of a U.S.-Soviet  confrontat ion.

Whatev er the  fu ture  Soviet actio ns may be, it  is clea r th at  Moscow expec ts 
to harve st important gains from  its inte rventio n in Angola. In par ticula r, it  sees
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in it an opportunity to enhance its prestige and its credentials as a leader of 
the “anti-imperiali st national liberation” struggles, not only in the eyes of the 
Africans, but of other Third World countries as well, and thereby offset some 
of its recent setbacks in Latin America, Portugal and the Middle East. As 
Izvestia wrote on December 26, 1975: the “African and other non-aligned coun
tries have also had an opportunity  to see for themselves the groundlessness of 
the Maoist allegations that,  under the influence of the normaliza tion of rela
tions with the capita list states and the relaxation of international tension, the 
Soviet Union ‘will not want’ to defend the interes ts of the peoples of young states.” 
And Izvestia went on to make the point tha t the Soviet Union is carrying out 
its “international duty” in supporting the People’s Republic of Angola, “no 
mat ter who insisted” tha t it absta in from such actions. Moscow also expects to 
gain a political and propaganda advantage by mounting a massive worldwide 
campaign of “solidarity” with the MPLA and against fur the r U.S. interference 
through its various fron t organizations, such as the World Peace Council. Of 
course, despite its disclaimers of having any selfish intere sts in Angola, the 
Soviet Union is well aware of Angola’s economic importance and may hope to 
cash in on it, after the Neto Government completes the nationalization of the 
country’s oil and mineral resources. And the Soviet Navy probably hopes to gain 
the use of Angolan ports.

By sending Cuban troops to Angola, Fidel Castro also expects to refurbish his 
image as a revolutionary leader in the Third  World in general and Latin America 
in particular. In this respect, Castro may gain even more than the Soviet Union, 
because i t is Cuba and not its Soviet patron which shed blood in Angola and, 
incidentally, demonstrated the valor and efficiency of its soldiers. Whether this 
will tempt Castro to give more active support to radical  guerri lla movements in 
Latin America remains to be seen, but his prestige and influence among the Latin 
American Left are likely to rise. His venture in Angola, however may alarm some 
of the Latin American governments, which may become concerned over the pos
sibility of futu re Cuban armed “intervention” in the region.

Of course, Soviet and Cuban expectations may be damaged if the war in Angola 
becomes protrac ted and inconclusive and the Cuban forces continue to suffer 
casualties. However, Soviet and Cuban statements  indicate that they are becom
ing increasingly confident of gaining a relat ively swift and total victory. Further 
more, Moscow and Neto may have the option of trying to make a deal with 
UNITA, thereby giving the  illusion of a iMffitical se ttlement. Such a move would 
help to pacify the Ovimbundu Tribe without significantly weakening the MPLA’s 
dominant position. It  could also add a touch of cosmetics to Soviet actions and 
disregard  of the  U.S. concept of the rules of detente in Angola.

What may be of par ticu lar near-term concern for the United States is tha t 
the developments in Angola may be but a prelude to a Soviet-backed African 
military campaign against South Africa. For example, Neto was quoted by a 
Soviet TASS correspondent on December 27. 1975 as having said t hat  “the forma
tion of the People’s Republic of Angola will help Africa’s progressive forces to 
strengthen their  position in the struggle against  imperialism, for complete libera 
tion of the continent.” Conversely, Soviet spokesmen have repeatedly warned tha t 
a victory of the  anti-MPLA forces would delay the “liberation” of the  people of 
South Africa and weaken the national liberation movement there. Indeed, with 
Son et encouragement and support, Angola could become a base for a variety 
of so-called “progressive” national-libera tion movements directed not only aga inst 
South Africa and Namibia, but also against the present governments of Zaire 
and Zambia. Having altered the “correlation of forces” in southern Africa, and 
with its close ties  to some of the other former Portuguese colonies and a number 
of other African countries, the Soviet Union no doubt will find it hard to resist  
the temptation to exploit w hat it perceives as a favorable position on the African 
continent.

It  is noteworthy that the Soviet leaders are well aware tha t neither the 
MPLA nor any of the other  “progressive” regimes in Africa are  “Marxists” in 
the communist understanding  of the term, and they neither expect nor believe 
tha t true  communist regimes can be established in Africa at  the present stage of 
its development. Indeed, this is not Moscow’s objective. The main thrust  of 
Soviet policy in the Third  World is to unite  the less-developed countries in a glob
al “anti-imperialist” stance directed primarily  against the United States which, 
Moscow believes, will increasingly erode U.S. global positions and influence, 
weaken its power, and eventually isolate it  from the  rest  of the world. Tims, from 
the Soviet viewpoint, the two central issues in Angola are whether the former 
colony will have a pro-Soviet or a pro-Western orientation and whether Soviet
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intervent ion  will help intensify the  “anti -im per ial ist' ’ tendencies o f othe r African  
and Third  World count ries. Obviously, Moscow believes such gains to be suffi
cien tly imp orta nt to warrant  the  expendi ture  of several  hundred  million dollars, 
th e blood of Cuban soldiers, and  the  risk of making the U.S. more skept ical 
concerning the  mutuality  of the  benefits of detente. And, wh at is even more 
significant, the Soviet Union believes  the “correla tion  of forces” to be sufficiently 
in its  fav or to allow it  to escala te its inte rven tion  in Third World affairs  to an 
unpreceden ted level of overt u se of force.

Senator Clark. Thank you very much, professor.
We will go on now7 to Professo r Shulman.
Senator  J avits. May I say tha t Professor Shulman is a personal 

friend of mine, a constituent. I came especially, although we all have 
to meet the Ambassador in a few moments, simply to pay my respect 
to his judgment and his legendary  service.

Dr. Shulman. Thank you very much, Senator.

STATEMENT OF DR. MARSHALL D. SHULMAN, ADLAI E. STEVENSON
PROFESSOR OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND FORMER DI
RECTOR, RUSSIAN INS TIT UTE OF COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

Dr. Shulman. Mr. Chairman, I  appreciate your inv itation  to testify  
before the subcommittee on the significance of the Angolan issue in 
the present state of relations between the Uni ted States and the Soviet 
Union.

My testimony covers some of the same ground th at Professor Goure 
covered, but perhaps you will detect some difference of interp retation 
on some details of the analysis.

In  my prepared statement , I address myself to tw’o questions:
Fi rs t: Why has the Soviet Union, in its  recently increased inte rven

tion in Angola, shown less rest rain t than  before, and than  it has 
shown elsewhere ?

Second: What is the relationship between the Angolan issue to 
broader  aspects of present  and future U.S.-Soviet relations ?

I,E SS  SOVIE T REST RAIN T T H A N  EA RL IE R AFR IC AN IN TERV EN TIO N S

Fir st, why less Soviet restra int  now than before?
In  its earlier interven tions in Africa , durin g the Congo crisis of 

1960. in Guinea, Ghana, and Mali, the level of Soviet economic and 
mili tary  assistance was relatively  modest, and was w ithdraw n when 
conditions turned  unfavorable to the  Sovie t Union. Even in Somalia, 
where the Soviet presence remains, the Soviet Union has clearly sought 
to avoid so direct a provocation as to risk its own involvement in 
mili tary  conflict in Africa.

From  the beginning of the Angolan independence struggle  in 1961, 
Soviet and la ter Cuban involvement was kept a t modest levels, increas
ing somewhat in the last quar ter of 1974, but rising steeply in the 
spring and summer of 1975, when Cuban soldiers began to make their 
appearance in large numbers.

Even tha t minimum degree of rest rain t which had marked Soviet 
mili tary  support to E gypt and Syria  before and a fter  the Middle East 
war of October 1973, has been lacking in the large-scale flow of 
weapons, mil itary advisers, and Cuban soldiers which has made pos
sible the savage civil war among the three Angolan independence 
factions.
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In seeking an explanation for this change in Soviet behavior, we 
are obliged to take account of the following fac tor s:

One : Some have argued tha t the Soviet increased intervention  was 
responsive to intervention by the United States  and South Africa, but  
information available on the timin g of  the  respective intervent ions is 
not sufficiently clear to sustain th is argument.

It  appears  tha t the U.S. assistance to the FN LA /UNI TA  forces 
began in Jan uary 1975 and was increased in J uly  1975.

The introduction of South A frican troops through Namibia ap pa r
ently began in September 1975. While some increase in the Soviet level 
of military assistance was noted toward the end of 1974, the steep rise 
of March 1975 may conceivably have been related to the American 
moves which began in January, but even if this were the case, the 
scale of Soviet-Cuban flow of weapons, advisers, and soldiers was 
clearly disproportionate to the U.S. assistance program.

Two: Somewhat more persuasive is the possibility of an anti-Chinese 
motivation for  the Soviet increase. During the previous period, Chinese 
influence in Afr ica had been steadily increasing where Sovie t influence 
had been diminishing.

During 1974, Chinese forces had been supplying and training FN LA 
soldiers in Zaire, at a modest level. Here was a clear opportunity  to 
demonstrate to the  African  States  the relative stren gth of Soviet versus 
Chinese support, to weaken Chinese influence by creating  an identif i
cation with  South A frica, and to refute Chinese charges of Soviet lack 
of mili tant  support for revolutionary “wars of nationa l liberation .”

More importantly, in view of the intensified Sino-Soviet riva lry 
following the withdrawal  of the United  States  from Indochina, here 
was an opportunity  to show Peking tha t the Chinese reliance on the 
I 'nited States to offer effective opposition to the Soviet Union is a weak 
reed to lean upon.

Tin •ee: Inte rna l pressures within the Soviet Union suggest another 
plausible explanation. Contrary to the claim sometimes advanced in 
this country that the Soviet “peaceful coexistence” policy has resulted 
in unequal advantages to the Soviet Union, the Soviet leadership has 
been under pressure domestically from those who charge tha t the 
Soviet Union has suffered a diplomat ic setback in the Middle  Eas t and 
a political defeat in Portugal.

Fur ther , i t is argued tha t opportunities to exploit the economic and 
political troubles of  the West have been neglected, and tha t the detente 
policy has not produced economic benefits on the scale th at  had been 
promised and has not prevented the United States  f rom lengthening 
its lead in milita ry technology.

In Angola, th e Soviet leadership has an opportunity to demonstrate 
its activism in answer to these charges during the critica l months 
preceding the XX V Party  Congress, and to do so with only moderate  
risks and costs.

Moreover, mil itan t activism in Angola signals that  serious short
comings in the Soviet economy will not result in a more submissive 
foreign policy.

Fo ur : One reason why the risks and costs of this scale of intervention 
in Angola may appear moderate stems from the Soviet perception of 
the present state  of U.S. foreign policy. The combined effect of the 
internal  conflict between the Congress and the  executive branch in the 
United  States and the political climate genera ted by the V ietnam and
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Watergate experiences may be seen by the  Soviet Union as preventing 
any effective U.S. response, either locally in  Angola or generally.

Since it appears unlikely in any case that the Congress would have 
moved before the election to revise the restrictive provisions of the 
Trad e Reform Act of 1974, no deprivation of economic benefits would 
be anticipated.

Five: A possible contributo ry factor was the rise and fall of Soviet 
hopes for Portugal. When the left wing was ascendant in Portugal, the 
Soviet Union may have fe lt th at it had a free hand in supporting the 
MPLA. with which it  had previously been linked through the Portu 
guese Communist Par ty. As hopes for a left-wing government in 
Portugal diminished, the need for a political victory elsewhere may 
have stimulated Soviet efforts.

S ix : Weighed agains t this  assessment of moderate risks and costs, 
the advantages  of a decisive Soviet intervention in Angola would ap 
pear substantial. Whether or not the Soviet Union can anticipate future 
economic and milit ary benefits from a continuing strong presence in 
Angola, the Soviet leadership can reasonably expect that  its influences 
in Black Afri ca generally will be st rengthened by this  demonstration 
of its continuing support for “national  liberation” and “anti-im
perialist ” forces, in anticipation of the coming struggles in Rhodesia. 
Namibia, and South A frica , while the United States can be identified 
with Por tugese imperialism and South Africa.

One can only speculate what weight the Soviet leadership has given 
to these various factors, but given the balance of moderate costs and 
substantial potental ga ins, it is apparent why the Soviet Union has not 
been dissuaded by U.S. diplomat ic representations  from increasing its 
milit ary in tervention in Angola.

ANG OLA N ISSU E EF FE CT  ON DETENTE

This brings us to the question:  How does the Angolan issue affect 
broader aspects of present  and future relations between the United 
States  and the Soviet Union ?

The Soviet intervention in Angola should not have occasioned as 
much surprise  as i t has in the United States. The Soviet leadership 
has made it abundantly clear tha t a relationship of “peaceful coex
istence” does not preclude an active prosecution of political ly com
petitive interests, part icularly  in situations defined by the Soviet 
Union as “wars of national liberation.”

If  the American political  leadership had not so indiscriminately 
oversold th e ambiguous word “detente,” the American people would 
have been better prepared to sustain a relationship which involves a 
mixture of some competing and some overlapping interests. Perhaps 
with more realism and less rhetoric, we will be able to distinguish these 
interes ts more clearly.

There have also been misconceptions on the Soviet side. The political 
compromises that led the Soviet leadership to assert that a relationship 
of reduced tension and business-like cooperation could be consistent 
with a heightening of the ideological struggle, support for “wars of 
nationa l liberation” and an indifference to huma nitar ian considera
tions have clearly involved unforeseen costs to the Soviet Union.



101

Al thou gh  th er e has been a mul tip lic at ion of  conta cts  between the 
Sov iet  U nio n an d the Un ite d State s over  the  pas t 5 yea rs, t he  tw o m ost  
im po rtan t asp ect s of  the rel ati on sh ip—th e red uc tio n in the m il itar y 
comp eti tion an d th e exp ans ion  o f economic re lat ions—have  not fa re d 
well.

Al thou gh  one ho pes  th at  the  next round o f SALT  will be produc tiv e, 
to  th is po in t i t m us t be acknowl edged t hat desp ite 61/G years o f neg ot ia 
tion, the s tra tegic m ili ta ry  com petiti on  contin ues  to  d ri ft  tow ard mo re 
unstable  a nd  less controll able wea pons sys tems.

Ne ither the Uni ted State s no r the Sovie t Un ion  h ave  y et  s how n an  
adequ ate  un de rs tand ing of th ei r rea l sec ur ity  int ere sts  in a stab ili za 
tio n of  t he  m il itar y com pet itio n a t mo derat e levels. Th is objec tive re 
mains  va lid  and urge nt , despi te An gola an d all othe r differe nces be
tween the  two  pow ers.

The hope fo r expanded economic rel ati ons betw een the two  coun 
tri es  was, in my judg me nt,  an im po rta nt  elem ent  in the Sovie t tu rn  
towa rd  a  re du ct ion o f t ens ions w ith  the U ni ted State s in  1 971.1 bel ieve  
th at  t he  Congress of  the  U ni ted State s made an er ro r of judg men t in 
at tach ing to  the Tr ad e Re for m Ac t of  1974 and the Exp or t- Im po rt  
Ba nk  renewal rest ric tiv e pro vis ion s whi ch could only be ful fill ed at  
the pr ice  of  publi c capi tu lat ion,  an d which  the refore  inev ita bly fr u s
trat ed  th e purposes  the y were in ten ded to  serve.

I f  th e trad e agree me nt were  in  force , th e Government  o f th e Uni ted 
State s wou ld no t be as devo id as it now is of  in str um en ts to enc ourag e 
Sov iet  re st ra in t in  An go la and in  othe r cri sis  situations.

W ith  th is  i ns trum en t in ha nd , it  wou ld no t be necessa ry to  wie ld it  
so publicly  an d so expli cit ly as to negate its  effect. I t  is no t too lat e 
fo r us  to l earn  th is  lesson.

I t may be t hat  it  i s n ot  now in ou r pow er to rect ify  the  s itu at io n in 
Angola, so tha t t he  A ngola ns w ith  th e help of th ei r A fr ican  ne igh bo rs 
bu t with ou t o uts ide  m ili ta ry  i nte rven tio n can  ar riv e at  a  peace ful  po 
liti ca l solut ion  w ith ou t fu rthe r loss  of lives. Our  ta ng led an d to rtu ou s 
experience  i n An go la an d ou r pe rio d of  confusion of  purpo se make it 
difficult f or  us to know  how t o use  ou r po wer he lpfu lly  in th is  sit ua tio n.

Bu t in  the  s had ow o f Angola, a more dread confl ict th reaten s to en 
gu lf  th e conti nent,  an d the  e lem ents t hat m ight  mo der ate  i t are be ing  
weakened,  an d will  need ou r su pp or t.

Th e lesson wh ich  is underlined by the  An go lan  experience is th a t 
the centr al pro blem of  our forei gn  pol icy  is no t th e Sovie t Un ion,  
bu t the  th re at en in g d isi nteg ra tio n of  in te rn at iona l r ela tio ns  in to  wide 
spread  vio lence and  anarch y.

Since no na tio n can  be secure  in such  a world , we m ust  l ea m  t o use  
ou r pow er—m ora l, economic, an d m ili ta ry —to  reve rse these tren ds  
and to s tre ng then  th e in tern at iona l sy stem.

To  do th is,  we need to get  our  second w ind  in  a rea lis tic  dete nte  r el a
tio nship wi th  the Sovie t Un ion , fo r the risks and insta bi lit ies of  su ch 
problem s as A fr ic a pre sen ts will be inf ini tely gr ea te r if  the Uni ted 
State s and th e Sovie t Un ion  are  locked in to  a high -te nsion  re la tio n
sh ip  ins tea d of  t he  im pe rfe ctl y mo derat ed  comp eti tion cal led  det ent e.

And  f ina lly  in or de r to br ing th is  abo ut, we ur ge nt ly  need  to dispel  
the mood of rec rim inat ion which  now preven ts the Con gress and th e 
executive bran ch  fro m ac tin g to ward a comm on pur pose.
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Tha nk  you.
Se na tor Clark. T ha nk  yo u very much . I  a pp rec iat e y ou r s tate ment.
Now  we will  he ar  fro m Pr ofes so r We issm an, then  we will  have 

questions.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN R. WEISSMAN, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, UNIVER SITY OF TEXAS, DALLAS, TEX.

I) r. W eissman . Than k you, M r. C ha irm an .
M .y sta tem ent is no t so mu ch on the  Sov iet in tent  in Ang ola or 

Af ric a, bu t the  lik ely  r esul ts in  A fr ica of  S oviet  pol icies, a nd  p ar tic u
la rly  on Un ite d St ates  po licym akers ’ conti nu ing  misconcept ions  of 
these likely  consequences.

U .S . PO LI CY  I N  ZA IR E AFF EC T ON  AN GO LA  PO LI CY

A misconceived U.S . fo re ign poli cy in Z aire—form erl y the  Congo— 
has led to an even gr ea te r er ro r in Angola.  In  each  case, Am erican  
mili ta ry  in ter venti on  has fol low ed fro m the same false prem ise s:

F ir st , th at  the  Sovie t Un ion—o r Ch ina —ha s the ab ili ty  and in ten 
tion to exe rt massive, long -te rm  influence  over po lit ica lly  effective mili 
ta nt  or  lef t-w ing  Afr ican  na tio na lis t movements, blo cking good re la
tions  with the Un ite d St ates  an d the reb y jeo pa rd iz ing the world  po
lit ical  balance, and second , th a t those Afr ican  leader s who are wi lling  
to accept  U.S . ass istance  in opposin g these mov ements wil l be equa lly 
ad ep t at  p oli tical orga nizing  and  will selec t policies conducive to gen 
era l economic advan cem ent  an d some for m of rep res en tat ive gover n
ment.

Bo th cou ntr ies  hav e exp erie nce d a ce rta in  pa tte rn  of  U.S .-backed 
m ili ta ry  operat ion s, pa rt ic ul ar ly  a rel iance on white Eu rope an , South  
Afr ican , and Am erican  m ili ta ry  per son nel , which  ha s damaged  such 
U.S . objectives  as fr iend ly  r elati on s wi th black Afr ica,  ra cia l mo der a
tio n in sou the rn Afr ica,  an d hu man ita ria nism . But  in  the Angolan  
m ili ta ry  thea ter, circum stance s are  such as to  t hr ea ten a much larg er  
wh ite  and Am erican  m ili ta ry  presence  alo ng  the  lines of  a Ce ntral 
Afr ican  Indochina , wi th fa r- reac hi ng  consequences fo r Afr ican  di 
plomacy a nd  dom estic  sta bi lit y.

I t  is no t only by pass ing on of  poor  ideas and fa m il ia r m ili ta ry  
str ateg em s t hat  our  Zai ria n in ter ve nt ion ha s c ondit ion ed ou r An golan  
one. O ur  su pp or t fo r the Za iri an  regime,  an d fo r its  cu rre nt  effo rt 
to achieve  reg ion al “hege mony,” is a major  reason  fo r Am erican  
inv olv ement  in ne igh bo rin g Angola.  As in Vietn am , an ill- fou nded 
“anti -Com mu nis t comm itm ent” to  a  w eak ening gover nm ent  is  l eadin g 
Am eri can dip lom acy  tow ard dis ast er.

IL L U SIO N S CO NCE RNIN G T H E  IN TER N A TIO N A L CO M M U N IS T THREAT

Se cretary of  S tate Kissin ge r has sug ges ted  t hat  A ngola n ind epend
ence occasions the  same th re at  to U .S. sec ur ity  as Z ai ria n—Congo lese—■ 
ind epende nce  did  in 1960: “We ca nnot ignore, fo r examp le, th e su bs tan 
tia l Sovie t build-up  of  weapo ns in An gola,  wh ich has  in tro duced  g reat  
powe r riva lry into Afr ica fo r th e firs t tim e in 15 years .” Bu t the re is 
su bs tant ia l evidence  t hat Am eri can pol icymaker s have, fro m I960 on,



103

exaggerated Soviet possibilities in Zaire and underestimated the 
strength  of indigenous nationalism with its quest fo r an independent 
foreign policy.

In  1960, Prime Minister P atric e Lumumba headed the most effective 
mass political organization in Zaire, and the only one with a modern 
national  orientat ion. Despite colonial Belgium's hasty and poorly con
ceived decolonization structure, Lumumba managed to form a govern
ing coalition amidst great fragmentation. But  then the  army mut inied, 
Belgian t roops reoccupied the country and organized the secession of 
its richest province and Lumumba called in U.N. Forces to restore 
order and remove the Belgians.

When the United Nations, with crucial U.S. backing, delayed in 
replacing Belgian troops and refused to  move against the Belgian-led 
Katanga secession, Lumumba unsuccessfully appealed to U.S. and U.N. 
officials. He late r threatened to dispense with the U.N. Force—with 
the exception of sympathetic Africa n contingents—and to invade K a
tanga  with Soviet and Afro-Asian help.

The Soviet Union eventually supplied trucks and 15 Ilyushin t ran s
por t planes—with associated mili tary  technicians—which were used 
by Lumumba's troops in an unsuccessful invasion of Katanga.
“ In the view of U.S. policymakers, Lumumba’s persistent, sometimes 

emotional, and shift ing  pleas for help agains t Belgium revealed “per
sonal ins tabil ity” which the Soviets came to exploit via “Communist,” 
“Marxis t” and “Pro-Communist” advisers in the Prime Minister's 
entourage.

As the Senate Intelligence Committee’s Assassinations Report 
showed, the U.S. Embassy and CIA  Station believed Lumumba was 
either a “Commie or just playing the Commie game’’ and that Zaire 
was “experiencing classic communist effort takeover government . . . 
another Cuba.”

In  fact, Lumumba was neither  a Communist nor the leader of a 
political organization which would yield readily  to foreign control. 
The personal and political  development of  the Lumumbists was con
ditioned bv the discovery tha t equality  and digni ty could never be 
achieved within a framework of foreign political domination. Their 
political ideology was a mil itant,  populist nationalism and the ir p ref 
erence for a nonalined international position was thus an integ ral 
part of their whole political  approach. If  they had a pre ferred external 
identification it was with other Afr ican  leaders.

Lumumba’s appeal for Soviet mili tary  aid to counter a much larger  
Western intervention in Katanga may have been unrealist ic given the 
United  S tate's  v iolent reaction, but it was not the result of “ personal 
instability” since it arose from his group's basic political formula, 
milit ant nationalism. Nor were his actions guided by “pro-Soviet” 
advisers. The two most distrus ted counselors, a French Marxist press 
secretary who had worked for the Algerian rebels and President 
Nkrumah of  Ghana opposed the final decision to accept Soviet aid.

Lumumba's most influential colleagues were other Zairian national
ists. Even after the arrival of Soviet mili tary  equipment and techn i
cians, Lumumba manifested his independence bv invit ing Western  
technical assistance and recalling Belgian teachers and judges. He 
continued to meet with African diplomats who still hoped to achieve
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ft c ompromis e between tl ie im pa tie nt  Pr im e Mini ste r an d th e cau tious 
U.N. Se cretar ia t.

In  succeeding y ears,  Lum um ba’s heir s, now in opp osi tion, con tinued  
to encounter  A me rican res ista nce . Alth ou gh  t he y received Sovie t and 
Chinese diplo mati c and mater ia l aid , they  ge ne ral ly  adhered  to  the 
Lumumba p la tfor m  of  1960.

In  1961-62 the y asso ciated themselves wi th  th e Ne hru -Nass er br an d 
of  ne ut ra lis m an d appeale d to  Pr es id en t Ke nnedy fo r supp or t.

In  the 1964-66 rebelli ons  they  so ug ht  Be lgian  su pp or t an d est ab
lished th ei r close st rel ati ons with  10 Afr ican  Sta tes . Ev en  those few 
Lumu mb ists who  came to profe ss some form  of  Afr ican  Marx ism  or 
Com munism —such as  Mule le o r th e remain ing sm all rebe l g roup  in  the  
Eas t—c rea ted  na tio na l ad ap ta tio ns  of  M arxist doctr ine  an d avowed 
to rema in independent of th e Sov iets and  Chinese.

In  th is  con nection , it  wi ll be rec alled  th at  the neare st th in g to  a- 
pro-S ovie t, co un try  in Afr ic a was  li tt le  Guinea in  the ea rly  1960’s. 
Rebuffed by  Fr an ce  and the Uni ted Sta tes , Gu inea’s M arxi st  Pr es i
den t accep ted  a $100 mill ion  aid p ackage  an d 1,500 tec hnicians fr om  the  
Soviet Unio n.

How ever, whe n U.S. bus inessm en and the Am erican  Am bassa dor 
proved  to  be flexib le, th is  M arxi st  refected the counsel of  his  Soviet 
economic advis ers  and, du ring  th e Cuban  Mis sile  Cr isis agree d to 
proh ibi t the Sovie ts fro m us ing  an  air fie ld they  ha d bu ilt  fo r him. 
Am bas sad or At twood con clud ed, “T he  advisers  weren’t ac tual ly  in 
cha rge , as we once susp ecte d.”

Am eric an pol icymaker s also ha d inf lated v iews of  S oviet  a mbitions.  
In  1962 CIA  Dire ctor  Allen  Du lle s publi cly  ad mitt ed  th a t “we over
rat ed  th e Sov iet da ng er” in  Z air e ; f or  whi le “i t look ed as th ou gh  th ey  
were going to  make a serious a ttem pt  a t ta keover i n t he  Be lgian  Congo, 
well it  did not w ork  out  th at way a t a ll. ”

Th e Sov iets  were  ac tua lly  aw are  th a t any at tempt  to  take  over  
Af ric an  countrie s wou ld be imped ed by  extended and vu lnera ble  lines 
of  com municatio n crossing po tent ia lly  h ost ile  A fr ican  n ationali sm s— 
th at  is. Egypt sto pped the  sh ipm en t o f So vie t wea pons to Z ai rian  rebels 
when Pr es iden t Nasser concluded  th ei r posit ion  was  weakening  and 
his rela tio ns  wit h the  Un ite d St ates  were  end ang ere d.

Most im po rtan t, the  So viets w ere awa re of  a p ar ticu la rly un fri en dly 
te rr ai n in  Af ric a.  As Pr es iden t Jo hn so n’s fo rm er  Na tio na l Se curity 
As sis tant , Zbign iew  Brz ezinsk i, ha s w ri tt en :

Moscow recognized fai rly  ear ly th at  Afr ican  Communism suffered from a lack 
of nat ive lead ership  and cadre s ; everyone of the  handful  of Afr ican  revolu
tionaries tr ain ed  in Moscow had lef t th e movement. . . No African fellow tra vel er 
has ever  rema ined  a  stable and dependable ally of the  U.S .S.R .: fo r Moscow the 
only saf e Lum umba  was a  dead Lumumba.1

Pr op ag an di st  e xp loi tat ion  o f conf licts  a nd  fr iend ly  a ssoc iation wi th 
the  wave of  the fu tu re  seem to  have been  th e ma in Sovie t and 
Chinese goals  in Z aire .

Today, in Angola,  the Se cretary of  St ate defines the issue as : 
“w he the r th e Sov iet Un ion , bac ked  by  a Cu ban expe di tio na ry  force,

1 Africa and the Communist World, 1963, pp. 23, 33.
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can impose on two-thirds of the country's population it s own brand of 
government.” But this formulation does not even mention MPL A, 
the most national ly-oriented and effective mass politica l organization 
in Angola’s ill-prepared independence transition.

Born out of discussions between Africans, Portuguese Communists, 
and other leftists, compelled to organize guer rilla  war fare  against 
Portuguese  colonialism M PLA  developed i ts own brand of Afri can 
Marxism and  a stronger politico-military organization  tha n the 
Lumumbists ever had. Spurned too by the West in the ir long war 
agains t colonialism, M PLA  leaders turned to the Soviet Union and 
Cuba for arms and advisers. But  they also received significan t arms 
supplies from anti-Soviet Yugoslavia, food and medicines from 
Scandinavia, bases, sanctuaries and other assistance from African 
States—Congo-Brazzaville, Guinea, Tanzania, Zambia—and libera 
tion movements (FR ELIMO, PAI GC [Guinea—Cape Verde African 
Independence Par ty ].)

Cuban troops appeared  in la rge numbers only as former Portuguese 
sergeants, Zair ian regula rs and South Africans began to assist 
MPLA’s opponents. These MPLA veterans of a long politica l and 
mili tary  ba ttle agains t fore ign domination have declared publicly and 
in internal documents th at  they  are not Communist puppets ami that  
they will pursue an independent foreign  policy including good re la
tions with Western governments. The leading scholarly observers o f 
the MPLA, Joh n Marcum and Basil Davidson, are in agreement on 
this point. And they are joined, according to the Yew York  Times, by 
the Afri can experts of the Sta te Department.

Again, Soviet ambitions appear to have been exaggerated by U.S. 
officials. Neith er strategic mili tary  bases nor  other  long-range" inter
ests compatible with Soviet satellizat ion were mentioned in press re
ports of  administra tion briefings to Congress. As in Zaire, Soviet aid 
transshipments are par tly  dependent upon overflight and port priv
ileges conferred by African nationali st regimes.

The Chilean episode suggests tha t the Soviets are themselves not 
anxious for another  Cuba, in the sense of a massive financial and  mili 
tary investment in a nationalistic  Marxism. In  the likely event that 
Soviet objectives continue to be propagandistic, and are par ticu lar ly 
directed to the liberation movements of  Southern Africa, any  effort 
to establish a satellit e would be counterproductive.

Secretary Kissinger’s version of the domino theory—th at  a suc
cess in Angola will encourage the Soviets to establish new pat tern s 
of dominance elsewhere, is merely an extension of the basic false 
premise about Angola. In  reality, the most conspicuous Soviet suc
cesses in the Third  World have been the product of extr aord inary 
conditions—wartime occupation of North Korea or some combina
tion of a strong indigenous Communist Pa rty  used to  following the 
Soviet lead and continuous U.S. economic and  m ilita ry intervention  
in behalf of a discredited statu s quo, as in Cuba and Vietnam.

These conditions exist in no Afri can country, and in few other 
places. And under circumstances of nuclear stalemate, quasi-detente 
and polycentrism, even the  special cases do not exclude good relations 
with the U nited  States.
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PO LITICA L CA PACIT Y, DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES OF U.S.  SUPPORTED 
LEAD ER SHIP

Against the popular but  pro-Communist Lumumbist nationalis ts, 
the  U.S. sponsored a lternative  Zairian leadership hoping it  would be 
polit ically  effective and broadly disposed to objectives like orderly 
economic growth, social advancement, and representa tive institutions. 
Bu t the principal figures, the Binza Group had failed the test of 
mass politics or had the ir power bases in the army and security ap
para tus. They installed an increasingly narrow ethno-political regime 
and were consequently led to govern withou t parliament  and normal 
politica l life. W ithout an organized mass political counterweight, t he 
army, politicians and higher civil service absorbed a greater p ropo r
tion of the budget, even as recipients declined due to the continuing 
political crisis.

The resulting  inflation and devaluations were paid for by the aver
age man while the elite’s income was adapted to price increases. The 
denouement was the Lumumbist-led Congo rebellions of 1964—66.

In  the last decade, political power has been centralized under  the 
President ial dictatorsh ip of Mobuto Sese Seko.

According to development economist J.  Peemans in African Af 
fairs , Apri l 1975. there has been an accompanying reinforcement of 
economic power and concentration of income in favor of a limited class 
of people, who belong to the privileged circles of power. This elite, 
from the President on down, drains  the  rest of the  country and fore
stalls  balanced economic development by high salaries, corruption— 
“I t has been estimated that  an equivalent of 60 percent of ordina ry 
state revenue was lost in 1971 or at least diverted to other purposes 
than the official ones”—transfers  of money abroad and spending on 
luxury consumption goods—“which together represen t 50 percent of 
the gross annual formation of capita l in the country,”—and investment 
in tradin g activities which are highly profitable because the govern
ment. holds down prices to agricu ltural producers.

While the  regime lavishly spends mineral revenues on prestige goods 
like jumbo jets, agricultural  investment represents less than a t hir d 
of the budget proport ion it  did in 1958.

At  the lower level, p riva te wage employment declined from 11 to 
8 percent of the active population between 1959 and 1973 and real 
wages dropped 35 percent between 1965 and 1973.

Americans got a glimpse o f the real s ituation  late la st year  when the 
regime spent about $30 million to bring  in a heavyweight champion
ship fight in a largely vain effort to divert  urban discontent.

The “Pres iden t’s Office” received a por tion of the  proceeds, but not 
in Zaire. A Mobutu owned Shell company, Risnelia, received the 
revenues in Switzerland.

With even further economic deterioration in the last 2 years due to  
rising  oil prices and a bungled a ttempt to take over foreign commercial 
and agricu ltural enterprises, the United  States has admitted a th reat 
to the Zaire regime and requested about $80 million in emergency 
economic and mili tary  aid.

The threat is from the discontented populace which is now openly 
critical of Mobutu, the potent iality of the rebel stronghold in the east, 
and the critical views of many educated mili tary  officers, some of 
whom may have attempted or discussed a coup last July .
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Official sources quoted in the New York Times have said that from 
1962 to 1969 and aft er Jan uary 1975, the United  States  covertly sup
plied money and arms to the Angolan FNLA led by Holden Roberto. 
Again, the weight of the evidence is tha t Roberto has been unable 
to extend his support beyond his ethnic group which is one of the 
smallest—11 percent—in the country.

Furthermore , he has been less inclined to guerr illa operations than 
MPLA and has disdained the task of modern political education. His 
embourgeoisement has been attested to by reliable sources, including 
a former Zairian m iniste r who pointed out th at he had invested funds 
in several apartment houses in the Zairian capita l.

Jonas  Savimbi’s UNITA  began to receive American help last July. 
Although he has based his suppo rt on a larger ethnic group than 
Roberto’s—a thir d of th e population—Angola experts consider U NI 
TA less nationally oriented than  MPLA. U NITA ’s guerril la activities 
were less extensive than those of MPL A and FNLA.

Nor has politica l education been Savimbi’s strong  point as he has 
opportunistically shift ed from Maoism to black power to recruitment 
of white votes to ethnic manipulation to an appeal for inclusion in an 
MPLA  regime.

Recent news stories comparing his urban headquarte rs to that o f the 
MPLA indicate tha t he has been unable to create  an effective political 
and admin istrative organizat ion. Th at MPLA has probably had an 
edge on its opponents since the late 1960’s is an indication of the 
internal military and political weaknesses th at have beset America’s 
Angolan proteges.

REPRESSION BY WH ITE MILITARY FORCES

Active intervention agains t the Lumumbist rebellions in 1964 began 
with CIA recrui tment of Cuban exile pi lots and European mechanics 
through front  organizations in Miami and London. The Cubans flew 
T-6’s and T-28‘s armed with rockets and machine guns and B-26 
fighter-bombers.

A subsequent United States-Belgian mili tary  accord resulted in the  
dispatch of  more than  500 Belgian staff and t raining officers and tran s
port  pilots, some of whom acted in close suppor t of combat troops; 
provision of U.S. arms and offers of financing for a 700-man white 
mercenary force tha t would formally be hired by Zaire—mainly South 
Africans, Rhodesians and assorted Europeans—and the eventual in
volvement of more than .300 U.S. C IA and military personnel, mainly 
the aforementioned pilots and mechanics counterinsurgency advisers, 
troop transport and helicopter crews, instruc tors for equipment use, 
and headquarters planners.

At least 20 Americans including CIA  Cubans, a colonel and a ser
geant, fought  in a white-spearheaded government column which at
tacked the rebel capital. Pacification operations continued over 2 years, 
but as the recent kidnapping of three American students in Tanzania 
by Zairian rebels indicated, they were never completely successful.

A CIA front. WIGMO, with an internationa l personnel of more 
than  100 sustained ai r operations against rebels unt il 1967, while other 
U.S. supervised personnel pursued antirebel  activity on Lake Tan
ganyika.

The United States-backed white mercenary repression produced a 
veritable carnage and made necessary the Stanleyville airdrop  to rescue
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U.S. and other white hostages. Synchronized with a mercenary ground 
attack  on the rebel capital, the ai rdrop produced an unexpected politi
cal reaction against  America in Africa and at the United Nations.

Not only “militant” African representatives, but even a “moderate” 
like Pres iden t K enya tta of Kenya declared he was “revolted” by the 
intervention. Only three Afri can  leaders publicly disassociated them
selves from the protest. U.N. Ambassador Adlai Stevenson was stun
ned by the outburst of antiwhite emotion, and other scheduled air 
rescues were canceled.

Whethe r or not an overall p lan exists, a similar  pattern  is emerging 
in Angola. Instead of regular Belgian officers there have been regu lar 
South  Afr ican  troops, estimated a t anywhere f rom 1,200 to 6,000. Sev
eral hundred former Portuguese noncoms are acting as white mer
cenaries, and according to newspaper repor ts, hundreds  of European, 
Cuban exile, and perhaps American mercenaries a re on the scene, or 
soon will be.

I t is acknowledged t ha t CIA  arms are going to the mercenaries’ 
employers and the  Pres iden t has not denied th at mercenaries are being 
financed by U.S. dollars. American pilots are reported to be flying 
in and out  of batt le areas. Extremis t and anti-U.S. emotions are rising 
even in such important “moderate” Afri can states as Nigeria and 
Ghana.

ANGOLAN CIRCUMSTANCES DIFFEREN T TH AN  ZAIRE

Yet Angolan circumstances are very different from those which 
permi tted a relatively  modest and short-te rm repression in Za ire :

The MPLA is not ethnically fragmented, politica lly unorganized, 
mil itari ly inexperienced, and  dependent largely on traditional arms 
and magic, as were the post-Lumumba Zairian rebels.

Pa rtly because of its efficacy, the M PLA  has been able to count on 
advanced Soviet arms and Cuban advisors which probably exceed the 
externa l resources of U.S.-backed groups. I n Zaire, the rebels received 
few modern arms unti l it  was too late and there  were few foreign 
advisors on the scene.

The former colonial power, Portu gal, will not play the Belgian 
pa rt in Angola; the possible substitute , South Africa, cannot over- 
commit itself lest i t undermine it s own negotiations with black states 
for detente and the insta llation of a moderate black regime in ne igh
boring  Rhodesia.

MPL A has been recognized by 40 states and receives diplomatic 
and mater ial support from many more countries than the Zairian  
rebels—who were recognized by no one.

If  it took more than 2 years  of bloody, racially obnoxious operations 
by approximately 1,000 Belgian and U.S. milit ary and CIA personnel 
and 700 to 800 white mercenaries to help defeat the rag-tag, poorly 
armed, hemp-smoking Zairian rebel army which lacked foreign officers 
and troops, how much and how long will it take to gain even a tem
pora ry advantage  over a well-organized, foreign-assisted milit ary 
force of perhaps 30,000 which has viable political  and administrative 
support structures ?

With the South Africans reluc tant to assume a determinative role, 
and FNLA and UN ITA  probably less able to make a proportional
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contribut ion than Zairian Government troops during the rebellion, 
who will provide the  necessary forces ?

The white mercenary and U.S. milit ary role would seem destined 
to increase drastically  and any escalation on the other side would 
deepen fur ther the American involvement.

Also, since both sides are get ting sophisticated armaments including 
airpower, and severa l Afri can States  or liberation movements are now 
involved in the Angolan  war, there would seem to be considerable 
potent ial for a wider conflict along the lines of a Cent ral Afr ican 
Indochina. And what  will be the impact of such a la rge and long-term 
intervent ion on America’s Afri can diplomacy of frien dly relations, 
racial moderation, and humanita rian assistance, not to mention the 
domestic fallout on black, youth, and liberal groups?

I t was presumably considerations like these which prompted the 
State Departm ent’s Afri can Bureau  to oppose U.S. mil itary inter
vention in Angola.

TJ.S. POLICIES IN  ZAIRE, ANGOLA TIED TOGETHER

American policies in Zaire and Angola are tied together by more 
than  a faulty intellectual framework and a recurring  intervent ionist  
program. Secre tary Kissinger’s aides and o ther high officials have told  
Leslie Gelb of the New York Times th a t:

A major reason for American involvement in Angola was to maintain good 
relations with President Mobutu Sese Seko of Zaire, the man on whom Secre
tary  of State  Kissinger is banking to oppose Moscow’s interests in Afr ica and to 
further  Washington’s interests in various  international forums.

There is a more aggressive connotation to former CIA  Direc tor 
Colby’s designat ion of Zaire as “a futu re regional big power” like 
Iran, Brazil,  and Indonesia  and to a high State Depar tment  official’s 
expression tha t there  is “a thrus t” to bolster Mobutu’s Zaire “in the 
hope that it could extend its  hegemony throughout  the con tinent.”

The Zairi an Government’s concern wi th Angolan events blossomed 
in the early  1960’s when it served as the instrument and wil ling adju nct 
of U.S.-Angolan policy. Thus in th e initia l period of C IA arming of 
Roberto, the arms 'were transfer red and purchased by Zaire. [W hitaker, 
“African R eport”, May 1970.]

In  the same epoch, U.S. mili tary  assistance and  sales to  Zaire were 
considerable. Zaire also expelled the MPL A and used its a rmy to pre
vent MPLA guer rillas from penetrat ing Angola through its 1,300- 
mile border with Zaire. When CIA  suppo rt for Roberto declined to 
$10,000 per year aft er 1969, Mobutu took up the burden of assistance 
himself, supplying weapons, recruitment, and training. In  April 197*2, 
the Zairian Army put  down a revolt against Roberto at the main 
FNL A mili tary  base in Kinkuzu.  At  Mobutu’s appa rent  initia tive, 
more than 1,000 Z airian regula rs entered the war in northe rn Angola  
alongside FNLA.

Moreover, the  Zai rian President  has become convinced tha t for eco
nomic and historical reasons the oil-rich northernmost dis tric t of 
Angola—Cabinda—should become a protec torate  of Zaire. He has 
given both financial and diplomatic aid to a Cabinda  faction which is 
seeking selfdetermination. At the same time, Zaire continues to be 
a funnel for the  CIA operation in  all of Angola.

67-055— 76-----8
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In  effect, Mobutu has been asking the United States  to indulge once 
more it s anti-Communist and developmental illusions by securing his 
weakening regime agains t potential Soviet-MPLA retaliatory  sub
version and furthering his regional expansionism in Cabinda and 
Angola.

The United States has become more deeply involved in the  Angolan 
quagmire and Congress is considering the aforementioned special-aid 
package for Zaire, including $19.5 million in foreign milit ary sales 
credits—up from $3.5 million last year. But the lesson of Vietnam is 
tha t dogged adherence to a mistaken commitment can lead stra ight 
to diplomatic disaster and interna l dissension.

American intervent ion in Angola  is based on false expectations of 
an inevitable  Soviet-Cuban takeover  of the MPL A and inaccurate esti
mates of the political poten tial of our Angolan clients. It  also flows 
from our relationship with  the Zaire regime which has been nourished 
by the same misconceptions.

There is a serious danger of large-scale United States  and white 
intervention in the Angolan  thea ter which could produce a wildly 
escalating Central Afri can  Vietnam. By its recent Angolan votes, 
Congress has taken a necessary step toward the reconstruction of U.S. 
policy in Africa. At  the very least, we should cease disassociating ou r
selves from the more p opular forces in  black- and white-ruled coun
tries, jettison an outmoded and reactive anticommunism, and recog
nize the political and moral urgency of moving ahead on such issues 
as hunger  and commodity prices in this  economically and politically  
important continent.

Than k you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator  Clark. Thank you very much.
I would like to tur n directly to some questions now. I hope others 

of you will feel free to comment i f you have any strong feelings about 
the questions.

DOMINO THEORY

I would like to ask first Professors Goure and Shulman particularly 
about what seems to  me to  be the princ ipal thesis of our reason for 
being in Angola and our atti tude toward  the Soviet Union and their  
perception of us.

The Secretary of State has testified before this committee and I 
thin k very consistently has argued from the beginning in regard to 
the Angolan question that  the  issue is not a stra tegic one, the  issue is 
not an ideological one, the issue is not an economic one, but rath er the 
perception of the Soviet Union in terms of how we react to i t—I am 
not say ing this  as articula tely as I would like to. Let me put i t another 
way.

He has argued that Soviet expansion 8,000 miles from its own bor
der unchecked by our actions  will lead the Soviet Union to believe that 
they may do this a t will in o ther p arts  of the world, and therefore for 
tha t reason, not for strategic, ideological or other reasons, that we 
must act.

I thin k tha t fair ly describes his position. I  have heard him state 
it many times over.

First. Professor Goure. do you subscribe to th at idea or not?
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Dr. Goure. One, of course, cannot predic t Sovie t actions p er se. We 
see an exceptional case of escalation, a form of Soviet intervent ion 
tha t we have not seen so far  in Soviet involvements in the  Th ird  
World. In  each case, as I see, the way the Soviets have managed the ir 
involvement, Moscow goes throu gh a series of probes in an atte mpt 
to determine what  the U.S. response will be, the prop er risk calcula 
tion, and so on.

Each time, of course, this leads to an assessment of  the  relative 
streng ths and weaknesses of the  two systems and the ir determination, 
because, in a sense, the Russians are  assuming basically th at the oppo
nent never retrea ts simply because he is nice or disinterested, but t ha t 
he will retrea t only because a lthough he is interested in the area, he 
is faced bv superior force or a greate r threa t or cost, whatever it  may 
be.

Therefore, there  is a strong possibility that having  carr ied out this 
exercise and in view of how i t came out, or may come out, it will be 
repeated elsewhere.

Also, another issue is tha t now other nationa l liberation move
ments—whatever you wish to call them—will essentially come to Mos
cow with demands, arguing that if you did it for the MPLA and we 
are in somewhat equal strait s, whatever  tha t may be, how about us, 
how about also massive aid, how about mili tary aid ?

It  does not mean the Russians will do it. Tha t depends upon thei r 
calculation at t ha t par ticu lar time.

Basically Angola is a test of U.S. will and de terminat ion and  abi lity 
to act. In that, sense, therefore , i t raises the  danger of a repeti tion of 
such a situation.

Senator Clark. Professor Shulman?
Dr. Shulman. Mr. Chairman, I think th at one can say as a general 

proposition  tha t it is quite possible tha t, if the Soviet intervention 
lie re is successful and does not result in serious cost to the Soviet Union 
one could argue tha t this might streng then the milit ants  within  the 
Soviet Union.

I think tha t probably is a reasonable assumption, but I am not sure 
it goes from this that  one can argue tha t the Soviet experience here 
will be generalized elsewhere. I t is terribly important to take  account 
of par ticu lar local circumstances in each case.

Fir st of all, my own impression, as I  suggested in my prepared  
statement, is that the Soviet intervention  here does not so much mark 
an increase in general Soviet aggressiveness o r expansion as much as 
it does reflect some frus trat ion with its difficulties elsewhere in an 
effort to show a bit of muscle here where it thinks  i t can do this with
out serious damage and serious cost.

Now, the general problem, I suppose, is one tha t goes back to the 
debate in 1947 between George Kennan and Wal ter Lippm ann when 
the doctrine of containment was first enunciated. Lippmann,  you know, 
challenged the  Kennan statement  of  it on the grounds tha t it was an 
error  in his judgm ent to suppose tha t we needed to oppose Soviet 
expansion and influence everywhere under all circumstances, par ticu 
larly  prim arily by military means as he understood to be the argument.

I think our experience tends to bear out the  wisdom of t ha t qual i
fication. We are having a series of geography lessons as a resul t of our
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experiences. We learned about Indochina  through Vie tnam ; now we 
are learn ing something about Africa.

Mr. Weissman’s testimony has indicated how imp ortant it is for us 
to have the  knowledge of the local culture, the local politica l forces 
and to make part icular judgment in each instance on whether it is 
necessary, desirable, feasible and likely to be effective for us to inte r
vene, either militarily , economically or politically.

I  t hink tha t the weight of Mr. Weissman’s testimony bears  out the 
judgment tha t in this instance it would not be advisable for us to 
intervene.

Whether tha t appears to the Soviet Union as an invitation to in ter
fere elsewhere, milita rily, depends somewhat on how we do this.

If  we proclaim tha t th is is a symbolic case, if we build up the  issue 
as a demonstrative example of United States will, we magnify  the 
damage of it.

In that respect, I t hink  the  administra tion has made a serious error.
If , on the other hand—excuse me, sir.
Senator  Clark. A serious error in building up ?
Dr. Shulman. Build ing up the case as an exemplary incident. There 

is going to be very little we can do to affect the outcome here.
On the other hand, the Congress, in  making a judgment that it is 

not wise to intervene here, can do so in a way tha t does not justify  our 
allies or the Soviet Union from concluding tha t this represents a para l
ysis of will, but instead represents a pa rticu lar judgment about a pa r
ticu lar case and tha t it says noth ing about our  determina tion to uphold 
our commitments where we feel it is important for us to  do so. And 
moreover, in deciding not to take particu lar action in this case, we wish 
not to conceal our repugnance at the  Soviet action and our feeling tha t 
this will certainly  have an effect on our general relationship. Never
theless, the Congress might say, our judgment of the part icular cir
cumstances is tha t it is not wise for us to act here. Then I thin k it 
would be less likely to be taken  by the Soviet Union as an invitation 
for aggressive action in other instances.

Senator Clark. You would come down I  guess on the Lippmann 
side of arguing that we do not necessarily have to react to  every Soviet 
action simply on the basis of that  perception.

Dr. Shulman. I think th at is right.
Subsequently, George Kennan, o f course, clarified his own position 

to accord -with that interpreta tion. He thought  that th e article was an 
unbalanced statement of his position.

As a general proposition. I would add one more consideration. We 
are in a period in which the Soviet Union  lias become a global power 
with global influence. Clearly,  it is seeking to increase its political 
influence in the world relative to our own.

I do not think  it  necessarily follows tha t every expansion of Soviet 
influence is necessarily a disadvantage to us and needs to be resisted. 
Some do and some do not. We have to make a differentiated judgment.

Senator Clark. Professor Goure, do you have anything fur ther to 
add?

Dr. Goure. I  generally agree with Professor Shulman. I t does not  
follow tha t one has to hold the entire line or the Russians will neces
sarily always react.
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They understand perfectly well that  some areas are far more sensi
tive to the United  States  th an others or generally  for the West  and 
consequently that intervention there will involve far more risk.

My own point was. and I think  I  have it  in my prepared  statement, 
tha t one of the failures, or, if  you like, tactics of the  United  S tates  is 
to always discount the initia l Soviet probes and signals, unlike the 
Russians, who generally when they see something on the horizon, s tar t 
screaming r ight away and getting very excited, and cer tainly make it  
clear that  they object vehemently.

We regard doing this sor t of thing as too d isturbing for  detente or 
other relations, so we choose not to make a play o f it or simply tend  to 
ignore such probes. The result is, that by the time the Russians have 
committed themselves to some course of action, have become really 
involved and are successful, we then begin to object.

By tha t time it is late, they are in there. Retreat involves a mat ter 
of prestige, all kinds of political costs fo r them and they feel essen
tially tha t we have misled them.

One can cite historica lly many such instances. I would contend th at 
to a considerable degree we had a similar  s ituation in Angola. There 
were various levels of stepped-up intervention, which essentially, as 
I can read in the public press, I am no t pr ivy to what Secretary Kis
singer says or knows, but from the open press my impression is t ha t 
we started seriously objecting and in effect talked about the danger 
to detente only when the Cubans started  winning. Up to then, nothing 
happened.

The princip le o f involvement, the active involvement of the Soviets 
and Cubans had already occurred well before we star ted put ting 
detente on the line.

TJ.S. REACTION’ TO SOVIET INTERV ENTION’

Senator Clark. Let me ask about tha t, because i t has been argued 
tha t Assistant Secretary for Africa, Mr. Davis, made the case, and 
many other people have made the  case, whether he did or not, but what 
we should have done was react very quickly and both diplomatically  
and openly to bring very strong pressure to bear on the Soviets, let 
us say in  A pril  o r May so th at  we might have prevented the ir deeper 
intervention.

Does tha t approach make sense to you ?
Dr. Goure. At least, sir, I  think it would have had as good or bet ter 

chance of succeeding than when we star ted the whole process in 
December, by which time you have a very successful opponent with 
no intention, of course, of giving up his gains.

At tha t time, of course, we could have indicated th at we were taking  
the possibility of a Soviet involvement very seriously and we could 
have spelled out wha t the consequences would be. By the time Russians 
and Cubans are present in full force and winning, it is a very poor 
time to tell them to stop, to rap them over the knuckles and tell them 
to go home.

They will not do it.
Senator Clark. I n that  respect, I  know many of us on this  commit

tee and some others began to argue in August tha t we ought to make
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a public issue of it. But the answer we got at  th at time was it was not 
the time to  do it because we really did not have the bargainin g chips 
to get them out. W hat we had  to do was go in much heavier and get 
a stalemate and then negotiate, then br ing pressure to bear on them. 

How do you react to that?
Dr. Goure. There is no chance fo r a stalemate. This is quite clear. 

Ono thin g would have been, as was indicated, tha t we had simply 
Angolan factions fighting  each other at just about an equal level of  
mili tary  capabilities. If  you are dealing with what I will call Euro
pean-type troops equipped and able to operate modern equipment, you 
have to oppose them with simi lar forces.

Once the Cubans came in in force, the whole situation  radica lly 
changed. From then on, the only alte rnative  other than  sending troops 
really opposing them in conventional engagement was to try  to  pro
tract the war, to make it sufficiently inconclusive and costly so tha t 
the Russians somehow would go for a compromise.

I can see a compromise possible, but the compromise with T7XITA. 
which righ t now is being denounced by Moscow as traitorous, would 
simply l)e cosmetic. The MPLA would be on top, of course. U XIT A 
might  have some abili ty to operate in its own tribal area, and we would 
have a unified situat ion without seriously a ltering  the political char
acter of the country. So a compromise would not make any difference.

The Russians have that option if  the situation  becomes too costly.

U. S.  INV OL VE ME NT  IN  ANGOLA

Senator Clark. Mr. Weissman, i t seemed to me t ha t much of what 
you are saying in the lat ter  paid of your s tatement was that we were 
in Angola more for President  Mobutu than reasons of the Angolan 
situation.

Dr. Weissman. Yes: this  is from reports  of what  Secretary Kis
singer’s aides and other  high officials have said, guardedly , sometimes, 
was the major  reason and one report, the major reason fo r our involve
ment in Angola.

Senator  Clark. I  tend to subscribe to tha t view myself. I  was just 
curious about your development of it. I think you have developed the 
argument very well and in some detail in your statement.

MP LA-DO MINA TED GOV ERN MEN T IM PA CT  ON RHO DESIA,
NAM IB IA , SO UT H AFRICA

What impact, do you th ink  an MPLA-dominated government would 
have on the future developments in Rhodesia. Xamibia, and South 
Africa ?

You have studied A frica a good deal and you know something about 
that part of the world. Suppose the MPLA wins without any moder
ating  influence, so to speak, of an FXL A or a UX ITA  coalition ?

What is tha t going to do with Southwest Africa , Rhodesia, and 
South Africa? Are they going to bring  more pressure to bear, less, 
or the  same?

Dr. Weissman. I am not an expert on all of the movements in south 
ern A frica, but I  would say, obviously it would b ring some more pres
sure and would provide another base of operation for the guer rillas 
operat ing there—for example, the SWAPO [South West Afri can
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People's Organization]  group operating  a Namibia. It  is in part be
cause South Africa sees this group as being strengthened by an MPLA 
victory th at they have been in Angola.

Nevertheless, we have permit ted Mozambique th at borders also on 
some of the unstable areas of southern Africa to exist under a gov
ernment which has vowed it will in the long run support independence 
movements.

The question we have to ask is, why do we have a stake in su pporting  
the white-ruled regimes in these areas which are bound to eventually 
fall and why, therefore, should we be th at worried tha t a movement 
such as MPL A will be t akin g over Angola and will marg inally in
crease perhaps some of the resources available to a group in Namibia?

U.S . ASSOCIA TION S W IT H  LIB ERATION  MO VEMENTS

Senator Clark. Do you tend to argue that  we ought to associate 
ourselves more with those liberation movements rather than,  I guess, 
South A frica  and South West Africa ?

Dr. Weissman. When the Nixon admin istration adopted a policy 
basically o f repud iating the small attempts to get closer to liberation 
movements in the previous admin istrat ion, the Nixon admin istrat ion 
said the whites are here to stay.

They completely misread the futu re in Portugese Africa . It  seems 
to me if we persi st in tha t delusion we will be misreading the probable 
future in Namibia, and South A frica  ultimately.

HE AR IN G PROCEDURE

Senator Clark. I have several other questions. Unfortunate ly, I 
have a quorum call a t 5 :00 o’clock. I  would like to stay with this, if I 
may.

We are going to recess just  long enough for me to go to the floor 
and make a quorum and come righ t back.

Bo comfortable, and I will be back in 5 or f> minutes.
[A br ief recess was taken.]
Senator  Clark. The subcommittee will come to order.

U.S .-SOV IET  DE TENT E AGREE MENT VIOL ATIO NS

The administra tion has argued that  Soviet involvement in Angola 
is inconsistent with United States-Soviet agreements to  refr ain  from 
efforts to obtain unilate ral advantage at the expense of the other.

Professor Goure talked  about this a great  deal. This  agreement 
tha t has been sometimes referred to and signed on May 29, 1972, 
occurred at a time when the United  States  itself was conducting. I 
think, the larges t bombing campaign in the Indochina  war in late May 
of 1972. It  did not prevent the United  States from prov iding covert 
support to  anti-Marxis ts in Chile. I t did not  prevent the Soviet Union 
or the United States from arming opposite sides in the Middle East. 
It  has not prevented assistance by both the United States and the 
Soviet Union to political parties  in Portugal and reportedly in Italy , 
so my question is. why single out Angola as a violation of this agree
ment. Is this  simply a mat ter of the size of the commitment that  
they have made, and do you think the admin istrat ion does not know,
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as Professor Goure has testified, tha t the Soviet Union never believed 
tha t agreement applied to its wars of liberation in Thi rd World 
countries ?

Go ahead. Professor Goure.
Dr. Goitre. Mr. Chairman, I know th at this formula certainly  was 

in the. agreement on basic principles. It  was restated, as I  recall, by 
Secretary Kissinger on the 8th of October after the beginning of 
the 1973 Middle Eas t War as one of the no-nos or principles, thou 
shal t not. This did not quite explain what  detente stood for, but we 
have had a series of statements  of what detente is not.

In reality, of course, both sides have clearly understood th at we are 
going to remain competitors. I think the significance o f the Angolan 
situa tion is the overtness of  Communist milit arv intervention and the 
unusual level of violence which is occurring. Af ter  all, we have had 
Soviet combat troops and Communist combat troops only one or two 
times before in foreign situations. Mostly they are advisors, some
times in very large numbers as we had in Egypt,  nevertheless advisors, 
and the Soviet Union also provided a lot of equipment.

The use of foreign Communist troops to ac tually win the batt les for 
the, natives or the native movement is somewhat novel. It  constitutes, 
I suppose, in the Secre tary of State’s view a new stage in Soviet 
behavior which requires some sort of public response.

Senator Clark. The use of Cuban troops?
Dr. Goure. Yes, sir. We were not, reacting to mere aid. In fact, I 

would say both sides p layed the aid game. If  it came from Zaire or 
Zambia on one side and South Africa , it came from the Russians on 
the  other side. As far as Soviet equipment and advisors go, their  
presence was not seen by us as requ iring an open U.S. response.

The Cuban presence changed everything. Unfortuna tely, we altered 
the situation  by l itera lly saying tha t t his will damage detente, there 
fore try ing to use this as a de terrent  or the future of detente as a deter
rent and thi s was said in repeated statements. This, o f course, brought 
to the fore the whole question of the credibi lity of whether the U.S. 
is capable, of changing its policy or in some form apply ing pressure 
within the detente context, or a ltering our un derstanding of detente.

There is no doubt, th at the United States’ concept of detente and 
the Soviet concept of peaceful coexistence are different indeed, be
cause we are interested in stabi lity and the Soviet Union is not. We 
expect to persuade the Russians tha t they should cooperate in the 
preservation of internationa l stability, and the Russians essentially 
argue  tha t given the dynamics of the internationa l situation, given 
the social and political dynamics, this is an absurd expectation.

In fact, their line insists that, the defense of  the status quo means 
for the West to commit aggression, because given the social-political 
dynamics, the interna tional status quo can only be maintained by force, 
therefore the West will have constant recourse to force in order to 
main tain the status quo, a la Vietnam and elsewhere to  hold the line.

This  is said by the Soviets to be had, and is labelled as constitu ting 
aggression.

The Soviets, of course, take  the position th at they are not violating 
the rules. They have a movement in Angola which, as they claim, is 
supported bv the people for  the progressive development o f Angola 
and they argue tha t the other people are trying to prevent this 
progress.
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Of course, as tlie situation stands now, any intervention besides tha t 
of the Russians and Cubans will be said to constitute aggression 
against the established government in Angola.

Of course, not all of th is is included in the Soviet public position. In 
current Soviet propaganda, no mention is made of the actual extent 
of Soviet or Cuban involvement. All the arguments say tha t the Soviet 
Union is saving Angola from South African  aggression and take over. 
This is the main Soviet line, and tha t of their friends, allies, and 
supporters.

Thus, according to Moscow its intervention is not a violation. In 
fact, they refer to the U.N. Cha rter  as assuring both the righ t of a 
state to selfdefense and the right of self determination.

Nothing has been violated in the agreement, as far as they are con
cerned.

Dr. Shulman. Mv answer would lie consistent w ith what Professor 
Goure said. I would like to carry it a step further.

There is some doubt in my mind about the wisdom of our having 
signed the basic statement of principles in May of 1972. I  th ink there 
was some self deception involved in the commitment th at  was entered 
into about rest rain t and avoiding unilateral advantage.

As Dr. Goure has said, in practical terms, we know that the Soviet 
Union is likely to pursue it s competitive advantages where it thinks it 
can do so, and indeed, we have done the same, where we have been able 
to do so successfully. This  is a competitive relationship.

What our objective is here, I  think , is to try to  keep the competition 
with in reasonable, safe boundaries, to assure tha t it  does not involve 
us in nuclear war, i f possible, and I think it is our objective to tr y to 
work towards some codification of the rules of engagement in local 
conflict situations.

W e are somewhat imperfectly moving in that  direction.
I think it would be quite proper for us to tr y to  enunciate th at as a 

goal. We are t rying to work towards  re stra int and a certain codifica
tion of a degree of restraint.  Moreover, over a longer period, i t ought 
to be our objective to work towards a situation not  in which the status 
quo is preserved, but in which the processes of change tha t are in
evitable in the world can move fo rward without  the intervention of 
force, either to prevent changes or to di rect these changes.

That, I think, ought  to be a part of  our stated policy. It  ought to be 
a part, of our objective, and every action we take ought to be consistent 
with that objective.

Wh at tha t means as a pract ical matter, I suppose, is th at it is not 
only in the strategic field that  we need a deterren t, but also in the 
conventional field and in other elements of power, po litical and eco
nomic as well.

It  means the function of our forces ough t to be not to enable us to 
intervene, but to insure tha t there will not be the intervention of  other 
forces, in part icular local situat ions as we can, as a practical matte r, 
apply them.

I  would like to see us t ry  to  art iculate th is as a reasonable objective 
rather t han  to pretend to ourselves that the rhetor ic of  the May 1972 
statement of basic principles really represents an accomplished fact, 
and that the Soviet action is therefore violative of it.

There is a sense by which, I think, the scale of the Soviet interven-
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tion and its us© of Cuban forces on a large scale goes beyond what  I 
suppose anyone would define as reasonable rest rain t here.

Nothing I have said would be inconsistent with tha t judgment.

SOVIET-CUBAN DIFFERENCES OVER LEVEL OF CUBAN INVOLVEMENT

Senator  Clark. Professor Shulman , would you see any possibility 
that  the Soviet Union and Cuba could have any differences over the 
level of Cuban commitment there, or do you feel that, based on past 
precedents or your unders tanding of the Soviet Union, tha t the two 
are obviously working very closely together ?

Ur. Shulman. I t does appear that the Soviet Union and Cuba are 
working closely together, are collaborat ing, for example, in the air 
lif t and in the matching of the Cuban forces w ith materia ls by the 
Soviet Union. But  it seems to  me n ot inconceivable th at differences 
could arise between them in th is operation as they have arisen between 
the two on similar issues in the past.

The Cubans generally are espousing a much more mili tant  line in 
regards to the support of revolutionary activities, and quite often the 
Soviet Union has been clear ly and explic itly at odds in its judgment 
about the effectiveness of tha t line under part icul ar circumstances.

If  the Soviet Union should reach a judgment  t ha t a coalit ion gov
ernment is desirable here, it is possible th at such a difference might 
arise with the Cubans. I  would expect they would be somewhat more 
enthusiast ic about carrying on the revolutionary struggle.

Senator Clark. Uo you agree with that?
Ur. Goure. Yes; I would not take the view, based on all my studies 

of  Cuba on which I  have recently spent a great deal of time, tha t there 
was any real arm twisting involved or that the Cubans are merely 
paying off thei r great debt to the Soviet Union, or anything  of this 
sort.

Castro really  always had the ambition of being a major  figure in 
the world revolutionary situation. He wanted to be a much greater  
spokesman in the Third World, and certainly in Latin America.

In fact, w hat might happen here, i f one talk s about this  agreement, 
is precisely that Castro tends to gain in some sense, i f the war goes 
w’ell and quickly, of  course, and is successful, more than Moscow, be
cause Moscow provided the commissars and provided the equipment, 
but  it is the Cubans who shed blood for the revolution and the ad
vancement of the national liberation process.

This will make Castro a grea ter hero, I might  say, than the bureau
crat s in  Moscow will be. ITow he will play th is, both in the nonalined 
nation area and in Latin America remains to be seen, and, we do not 
know what Latin American reaction will be. It  could become fearful 
of fu ture  Cuban involvement.

I would remind you. s ir, that in the recent deployment of British 
troops when there  was a dis turbance in Brit ish Honduras, the  Cubans 
offered to send forces to counteract the Brit ish presence. Castro likes 
this  sort of gesture. Therefore , he  might resort to such gestures in the 
future in the case of other civil war situations in Latin America, or 
he might  try  to play along with  the present regimes.
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AFRICAN REACTION TO CUBAN  PRESENCE

Senator  Clark. It  might be a pa rt of the reason tha t the Afri can 
states have not reacted more strongly  to what  has happened there and 
tha t they perhaps do not feel the threat of, let us say, Cuban colonial
ism or imperialism or domination so much as they would Russian, 
whom they have been very suspicious of.

Dr. Goure. Certainly one could argue the Russians did  try  to handle 
the whole thing with a certain  amount of cosmetics. Fi rst  of all, many 
of the arms shipments  were delivered by Yugoslav ships, Russian 
equipment, but Yugoslav ships. They never admitted the presence of 
the Cubans publicly. Castro has, but not the Soviet Union.

This was covert : The Russians simply talked about material, po
litical and moral support.  It  never went beyond this.

So we had a whole series of covert steps as again, for example, a 
massive Soviet troop  presence which would have been more provocative 
both to the United States  or, one could argue, more al arming to the 
Africans, because it would have represented white great  power inter
vention.

You are righ t, certa inly;  I  would agree. The African s’ image of the 
Cubans is tha t they will go home and th at they cer tainly are not going 
to colonize Angola.

SOVIET HISTORIC INTEREST IN  AFRICA

Senator Clark. Professor  Weissman, the Secretary  of Sta te has said 
on a number of occasions, including before thi s committee, in bui lding 
the thesis th at  the Soviets are acting  8,000 miles from their  own borders 
in a new way, tha t—I do not know if I have an exact quote—but they 
are ac ting in  an area where the  Soviet Union has never had an historic  
interest. Do you share th at view tha t the Soviet Union has not had  an 
historic in terest  in this  par t of the world?

Dr. Weissman. They have had interest s in the Angolan revolution 
since the beginning . At least by the 1960’s MPLA was receiving Soviet 
assistance and one may say they had a t radi tional relationship with 
them th at goes back to 1956 because the MPL A was formed in a dialog 
between African s and leftis ts and Portugese Communists who, a t the 
time were associated with  the Soviet Union. Out of th is dialog came, 
not Africans joining the pro-Soviet Portugese  Communist p arty , but 
a new movement, the MPLA.

So there has been some relationship. The Soviet Union has  given, as 
I noted, a rms to Patrice Lumumba when he could not, ge t them else
where. They had given material s upport a little late to the Congo rebels 
in 1964, which did not arrive, however, u ntil the white mercenaries 
had repressed the ir rebellion.

So I t hink the Soviets have had an interes t in the area. I  think what 
they have done with MPLA now is not ju st to step up t he ir interests 
a bit. bu t they  have also made a judgment th at MPLA is a poli tically 
effective movement and is likely to prevail. In  the early  1970’s, a t a 
certa in point  when MPLA was having difficulty internally,  the  Soviet 
Union reserved its support and began not to give so many supplies to 
MPLA.
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It  is only with the judgment  that they have made—which is sup
ported, I think, by most scholars—that  MPLA is likely to be the 
winner, tha t it has the best inte rnal  organization, tha t they have in
creased the ir involvement. I  th ink  in other areas of Afr ica if they see 
tha t o ther liberation movements are not competent, there  is no reason 
to suppose tha t they will make any effort comparable to w hat they are 
making here.

Again, the effort has also been a countereffort to the involvement of 
Zairian regulars, Portuguese noncoms and South A fricans on the side 
of our forces.

Senator Clark. You say tha t is the ir reaction ?
Dr. Weissmax. The arms were stepped up. There were bette r arms 

going to the Soviet suppor ted groups in early  1975 than were going to 
the Western  supported groups, bu t the Western supported groups were 
receiving arms th rough Zaire.

Then, as the United States  increased its aid, the Soviet Union— 
which had a headstart , one may say—also increased on the other side, 
its aid. Fo r example, while there were always Cuban advisers, there 
were not large numbers of Cuban troops until  the South Africans 
came in and the Za irians came in. Then as more South Africans came 
in. more Cubans came in.

So I  think what looks now like a large Soviet in tervention was not 
so la rge before the West began to mobilize, both in th e Un ited States 
through Zaire and in  South Africa.

Second, as I said earlier , the initial  Soviet input was in pa rt a po liti
cal judgment on the efficacy of MPLA.

Senator Clark. Professor Shulman?
Dr. Shulmax. I  would l ike to add a small, and perhaps pedantic, 

footnote to the question of historical interes ts; not on this  part of 
Africa, but in Ethiopia, for example, there were some manifestations 
of Russian interests  th at go back to before the  revolution. There was a 
maintenance of a hospital there , for example.

Dr. Gottre. If  I  may make one comment. I  would not entirely agree 
with Mr. Weissman on this judgment.

Essentially , I  think we have reasonable evidence tha t whatever the 
capacity of the  organization of M PLA at the  time when the Russians 
stepped up their aid  and began the intervention, the MPLA was in the 
weakest position, control led the least ter ritory, certain ly had the least 
in terms of total population, if one goes by tribal definition. Xo one 
has taken a public opinion poll in Angola.

Senator Clark. Even less than  the FX LA ?
Dr. Goure. Yes.
On top of tha t, the problem is tha t the MPLA is winning, not 

because of its superior organization, but it is winning because of the 
Cuban troops. I t is not  the heroism of the MPLA forces tha t is beating 
everybody, but the Cuban troops. The general picture  is, essentially, 
tha t the Cubans go a round bombarding evervbodv else, the opposition 
withdraws and the MPL A acts as a guard fo r the Cubans.

CUBAN INVOLVEMENT REACTION TO SOUTH AFRICA INVOLVEMENT

Senator  Clark. You do not necessarily see the Cubans coming in,in 
reaction to the South Africans?
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Dr. Goure. No, not really. The s ituation of the MPLA was already 
very poor before the South Africans  made a significant bid. The 
Soviets did the usual thin g in that situation. They shipped a lot of 
equipment, which eventually, if  the situation  had been stable, might 
have been used by the MPLA if they could have been trained. This 
took time. There was not that much time left.

They needed people who knew how to use it, use all of this rocket 
artillery, helicopters, tanks, et cetera.

If  you recall some of the interviews we have seen over and over 
again  published in the press by the FNL A and UN ITA  leaders, essen
tial ly saying, we get deliveries of armored cars, we get deliveries of 
tanks, what have you, but we do not know how to drive them. There are 
not enough Angolans who know how to  drive a truck or run. a tank  
in a combat situation.

The Cubans knew how.
Senator Clark. Would you agree with the Assistant  Secretary  of 

Defense—were you here at the time he testified ?
Dr. Goure. Yes.

OFFSETTING SOVIET PRESENCE

Senator Clark. I t seemed to me—I hope I  am not misquoting him— 
he indicated for us to offset the 11,000 Cubans, 400 Soviet advisors and 
some $200 million in equipment-----

Dr. Goure. Also Algerians, North  Koreans, and others.
Senator  Clark [continuing]. Th at it would take something more 

than money. It  would take  advisors or  troops or mercenaries or some
thin g to offset tha t kind of presence.

Would you agree with that?
Dr. Goure. If  the intent were—in my opinion; I  am not a strategist, 

but my judgment would be that if  the intent were to establish—liberate 
would be the word—part  of the  area now controlled by the MPLA, 
establish a balance if you like where the other side controlled sub
stan tial terr itory, it would take troops, troops able to really fight the 
Cubans and the other volunteers, whoever they may be, and this 
would take European troops or American troops  because the Cubans 
could not be handled just by the Afr icans  themselves.

However, if the inten t is to simply harass  and have a prolonged 
guer rilla  war—which these people presumably know how to  do, they 
did it again st the Portuguese before—and thereby  simply up the cost 
to the Russians and Cubans, i f that  is the intention based on the as
sumption that  the Russians and the Cubans will lose prestige in a 
protracted  conflict and tha t they may then agree to  some settlement, 
such level of action may be possible.

The only risk involved in tha t is i f t his policy fails, then the U.S. 
failu re in Angola is fu rther magnified.

Senator Clark. Yes.

U.S. FUTURE  ANGOLAN POLICY

Let me close by asking each of you to respond to a very difficult 
question, the one tha t all o f us are going to have to face up to, and th at 
is, what  do you think the U.S. policy in Angola should be from this 
point on ? W hat  are our alternatives ? Wliat can we do, or what should 
we do ?
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I will sta rt with you, Professor Goure, and work across the table 
here. Wha t do you see as our reasonable alternatives ?

More specifically, what do you think we should do by way of policy?
Dr. Goure. I do no t believe th at we can do much in Angola. The 

situat ion in Angola in the  end is not going to be conducive to improv
ing the U.S. image or our influence in Africa.

It  will be impor tant, however, to fake a stance that will indicate 
tha t the United States will react if Angola becomes a springboard fo r 
fur the r advances or for other  methods of intervention in other coun
tries and that this will have serious consequences.

The real question, unfortuna tely, is the detente issue. Unless we 
have the ability  to impose credible penalties built into the detente 
indicating  tha t we will not tolera te such Soviet action, when accord
ing to  our judgment and actions violate the principles of detente, then 
the o ther side has a free hand yet, we cannot accept the Soviet view of 
peaceful coexistence as they define it,

I know tha t most action which we can take in this  case will be politi
cally unpleasant. One, for example, could be related to the wheat deal. 
It  would he an indication of American seriousness and concern if we 
were to withhold the wheat, storing it here and, if necessary, paying  the 
farmers for the wheat that  is scheduled to go to Russia rather than 
deliver it,

This would be a m ajor gesture of American displeasure.
I t would show tha t the Americans are quite upset about the  s itua 

tion. Verbal protests  are not going to get us anywhere.
Senator Clark. Thank you.
Professor Shulman?
Dr. Shulman. I would like to preface my comment by saying I 

am by no means an Africa specialist.
Fi rs t of all, I think i t would be wise, as earlie r testimony suggested, 

for us not to overdramatize the general significance of the Angolan 
issue in order not to magnify  the consequences of our  not acting here.

Second, I  would argue tha t i t would be imp ortant for the Congress, 
if it declares itself in opposition, as it  has done, to f urth er American 
involvement, tha t it do so in a differentiated way, that it makes clear 
tha t it does not regard intervention here to be useful, but this does 
not constitute a general withdrawal from the world.

Senator  Clark. Not a precedent?
Dr. Shulman. Exactly.
Our judgment in these matters have to be decided on a case-by-case 

basis. No one should conclude tha t the United States will not fulfill 
its commitments where its interests are involved.

With  regard to the local situation, I  suppose it depends somewhat on 
what  happens, depending whether there is a coalition government 
tha t emerges or there is a parti tion, whether there is a long, protracted 
guerr illa war.

One thing th at worries me about the possibility of pro tracted guer
rilla  war is it s consequences for  the future  of Afri ca itself.

It  appears to me, the longer the conflict is protrac ted here, the 
more it will weaken those forces within  Afr ica tha t might have a 
moderating  effect on the coming conflicts with regard to South Africa  
and Rhodesia. This  is a consideration we ought to have in mind.

I would suppose it would be useful fo r us not to take such measures 
as would cut us off from contact with the Angolans in whatever 
future government which might emerge.
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I would agree with regard to the relations with the Soviet Union 
tha t we ought to make clear tha t we regard this action of their s as 
excessive, clearly going beyond any reasonable prosecution of the ir 
interest, and showing a degree of lack of rest rain t which we all, 
regardless of our position on what the United States can do locally, 
take quite seriously.

I think t ha t migh t not be withou t its effect, largely, it seems to me, 
because of the Soviet concern about what consequences this might 
have for American political life generally. The longer this goes on, 
the more it serves to  harden American attitudes on future relations 
with the Soviet Union. I think this should be a matter of concern.

I do think , jus t to conclude, tha t certainly nothing in this issue 
should impa ir our efforts to try  to reach a SALT agreement on its 
merits.

I am not certa in about the wisdom of using the grain  issue t ha t 
Dr. Goure spoke of. Of course, ap art from the practical question of 
whether it  is feasible for us to do this in regard to the local pressures 
involved, there  is perhaps some difference between the use of grain  in 
this issue, particular ly, and other forms of economic penalty.

For example, if we had the trad e bill in force and the Eximbank 
were able to give credit, I would have no hesitation in saying tha t 
this is a consideration that ought to affect our judgment  about the  flow 
of credits  to the Soviet Union

The use of  the grain deal troubles me a litt le bit, because it is a 
part of our objective here to stabilize grain trade.

I would think it would not be wise to establish a precedent that 
this deal can be tu rned  on and off fo r political objectives. It  can be 
done in similar ways in other direction.

To some extent, we have an interest in the stabi lization of the  gra in 
markets, and also we have some hope of encouraging the Soviet Union 
to move to support world grain reserves forward which this step 
is intended to move them. On tha t one, I am less sure.

Senator Clark. Thank you.
Dr. Goure. May I make one comment, sir ?
Senator Clark. Certainly.
Dr. Goure. It  is only this, tha t from the Soviet point of view 

Angola is at th is stage of the world situation, not unique. The reading 
of Soviet literature, part icula rly in the last 6 months, shows an in
creasing Soviet toughening on the European situation as well and 
an increasing debate on how to explore the vulnerabili ties in Europe .

It  also shows generally a much s tronger  Soviet appeal to national 
liberation struggles around the world, and if one takes the Middle 
East , a harder Soviet line again on the Middle East  negotiations  
and so on.

The Soviets hard stand on Angola is not entirely  unique in the over
all context of current Soviet policies. Whatever  motivates them—and I  
think I generally agree with some of the points, or rathe r, explana
tions, that  Dr. Shulman made—but the point is th at a decision seems 
to have been made in the Soviet Union that detente got i t this so far, 
but tha t the pay-offs are not all that grea t anymore. We, Russians, 
have succeeded in dividing the West to a great  degree. We have 
succeeded in isolating the United  States  to a considerable degree.

Even if tha t has happened all by itself, it  does not matter . It  oc-
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curred, and it is better to exploit the existing opportunities now than to 
wait fo r an uncertain future when they may not reoccur.

As I see it righ t now, the general Soviet line is hardening. I have 
noticed, by the way, tha t the same commentary is coming out of 
Yugoslavia as regards its assessment of Soviet policy and one hears 
simila r statements at this time from the Ita lian Communist Party  
and so on. Thus, this is not only my personal view.

Senator Clark. Thank you.
Professor Weissman ?
Dr. W eissman. I think th at one thing we could do would be to stop 

assisting the forces that  are not going to win in Angola without a 
U.S. rescue operation and to begin to establish contacts with the 
MPLA which is t ryin g to broaden its internationa l support.

A second thing tha t I thin k we should do is reconsider the support 
we have given for President Mobutu in Zaire and some of his ex
pansionist  activities in Angola and we should reconsider the extent 
to which we are seemingly committed to the aspirat ions of a very 
unpopular regime in Zaire, a regime tha t is having  serious interna l 
problems.

We should perhaps begin to take our reserves from tha t regime.
A thi rd thing, I think  the Angolan policy, we talked about what 

it should not be a precedent for. but I thin k it should be a precedent 
for a reconsideration of American policy in southern Africa. It  seems 
to me tha t we have an interest in not allowing Afri can liberation 
movements to only have the Soviet Union to tur n to in thei r hope 
for  the future, th at we have to begin to associate ourselves more closely 
with some of these libe ration  movements which s tand for the type of 
regime tha t is also closer to  our own moral and political views, and 
that perhaps  in that association, in increasing that  association, we will 
perhaps be disassociating ourselves from white-ruled  Africa. We 
might thereby, in Africa, be creating  more of a basis for detente, a 
deepening of detente with the Soviet Union.

If  af ter  all the United States and the Soviet Union find themselves 
roughly  in support of the same forces, it seems to me that will be a 
facto r working for a deepening of the detente relationship.

Senator Clark. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

COMM ENDATIO N OF WI TN ES SE S

I think your presenta tions have been excellent and most useful to 
this  committee. Thi s is the first opportunity we have had this year to  
really look at all of the questions th at you have raised. I think i t has  
been most useful.

CO NT INUE D HEAR INGS

We are going to continue these hearings tomorrow afternoon.We 
will have Mr. John Marcum of the Univers ity of Californ ia and 
La rry  Henderson, who spent some 20 years in Angola, as well as 
George Houser, American Committee on Africa.

We thank you very much for taking the time to come all the way 
down here to give us the benefit of your thinking.

Thank you.
The hearing  stands in recess to reconvene tomorrow at 2 o’clock.
[Whereupon, at 5 :40 p.m. the hearing recessed, to reconvene 

Wednesday, Februa ry 4,1976, at 2 p.m.]
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U nit ed  S ta tes S en ate ,
S ub co mmitte e on  A fr ic an  A ff air s,

of  t h e  Com m it te e  on  F or eig n R el ati ons,
IFashing ton, D.G.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 :15 p.m., in room 
4221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Dick Clark  (chai rman 
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Prese nt: Senato rs Clark and Biden.
Senator  Clark. The subcommittee will come to order.

o pe n in g  st ate men t

Today is the thi rd  of a series of hearings  on U.S. policy toward 
Angola, the Afri can Affa irs Subcommittee will hear the testimony of 
nongovernmental witnesses who are famil iar with Angola.

We will first hear from Prof . John  Marcum of the University of 
California  a t Santa Cruz, who is a leading academic authori ty on An 
gola. In  fact, his  testimony before this  subcommittee last summer pro
vided background and a good deal of in sight  into the  Angola problem 
and certain ly proved invaluable in congressional discussions of the 
administra tion policy toward Angola.

Second, we are going to hear from the Rev. Lawrence Henderson,  a 
missionary for  the United Church of Chr ist in Angola for 22 years, 
which speaks for a good deal of experience in t ha t country. He will be 
able to tell us about  Angola from the point of view of a man who has 
lived there, who has seen firsthand the development of the liberat ion 
struggle, and who knows the people most affected by this conflict.

Thi rd, we will hear f rom Rev. George Houser, direc tor of the Amer
ican Committee on Africa  since 1954. This church-supported organ i
zation has been provid ing monetary assistance to liberat ion move
ments in southern  Africa, and it  analyzed the U.S. Afr ican  policy. We 
have heard a great deal of Reverend Houser on his efforts in the 
struggle  for  freedom and equality in southern Africa. We are deligh ted 
to have him here.

Today’s witnesses have been following the situation in Angola for 
several years. They know the liberation movement leaders personally, 
I believe, in each case. I am confident tha t they will be able to provide 
information on what is going on in Angola tha t this  committee un
doubtedly needs in eva luating the administra tion’s Angola policy.

We are  going to hear from each of the three witnesses first. Follow
ing that , we will have time for questions. Professor Marcum ?

67 -0 55— 76------ 9
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STA TEM ENT  OE PRO F. JOHN  A. MARCUM, PROVOST, ME RR ILL COL
LEGE , AND PROFESSOR OF POLITICS, UN IVER SIT Y OF CALIFOR
NIA,  SAN TA CRUZ

Mr. Marcum. Thank you very much, Senator Clark. I have a very 
brief  statement I would like to read, and then a few comments on some 
of the testimony that has preceded.

Senator Clark. Good.
Mr. Marcum. The Angolan war represents a tragedy of missed op

portuni ties. For 14 years American policymakers paid next to no at
tention to the wars for independence being waged by African nation
alists in Por tugal’s African  colonies. In  fact, the architects  of Amer
ican policy—see the famous NSSM 39—dismissed African insurgent 
movements as ineffectual, as neither “realistic nor supportable” alter
natives to continued colonial rule. American policymakers questioned 
“the depth  and permanence of black resolve” and “ruled out a black 
victory a t any stage.” They did not question the depth and permanence 
of Portuguese resolve. And when Por tug al’s war-worn armed forces 
overthrew the Caetano Government in Apri l 1974 and moved to free the 
colonies, the American Government stood surprised and embarrassed— 
embarrassed by its close ties to the ancient regime, embarrassed by its 
miscalculations.

Absorbed in domestic difficulties and pressed by soldiers determined 
to go home, in late 1974—early 1975 Lisbon saw its au thori ty sl ip away 
in Angola where competing nationalis t movements jockeyed for power 
and neighboring Zaire increasingly intervened. Given the long history 
of b itte r rivalry  among and between Angola’s three nationa list move
ments, it was clear that civil war and/o r part ition was likely unless 
someone picked up the umpire’s w’histle. It  was at this point, early 
1975, tha t the United  States might  have acted to head off a test of 
force.

U .s . PO LIC Y  QUES TI ONED

Instead of providing  covert aid to the Angolan movement with the 
largest army—the FNL A army was being trained by Chinese inst ruc
tors in neighboring Zaire, the United States might have sought to 
shore-up efforts being made by Lisbon and the Organizat ion of A f
rican Unity to create and sustain a coalition Angola government. 
Win ter and sp ring of 1975 was a time for diplomacy. Wien  in March 
and Apri l the Zaire-based and equipped troops of Holden Roberto’s 
FXLA, which expelled all rivals from the northe rn districts  of An
gola, launched mili tary  operations against the Luanda based MPLA, 
did the U.S. Government tr y to constrain its client? Or did the admin
istra tion hope fo r the  quick elimination of a movement th at had been 
receiving Soviet support  for some 15 years? Did the American Gov
ernment th ink to advise the Soviets that it was prepared to guaranteo 
Ha t the MPLA led by Dr. Agostinho Neto, and not a Zaire-sponsored 
rival faction, would remain par t of the trip art ite  trans itiona l gov
ernment ? Did it convey to Moscow and other interested parties  strong 
American backing for an inclusive coalition as over against  the im
position of any movement bv force? As Soviet arms began appearing 
in Luanda in April -May, did the Secretary  of State sense the dangers 
of playing a “cover game of soldiers” and aler t Moscow about his 
concerns ?
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Angola’s Transitional Government collapsed in Ju ly 1975. The. 
American response we now know was to match the Soviets not to rec
oncile the  Angolans. What was really needed at that poin t was an 
urgent  diplomatic quest for an Afri can solution. Time was running 
out. Did the Pres iden t or the Secretary of State call in OAU ambas
sadors or contact key African leaders and encourage and promise U .S-  
support for collective African initiatives? And when in August 1975r  
as we are now to ld, Soviet and Cuban personnel were observed com
ing into Angola , d id anyone get on the hot line ? David Binder of the  
New York Times, December 25, last, reports tha t Mr. Kissinger failed 
to make a formal protest to Moscow about growing Soviet interven tion 
until  late  October, by which time Soviet prestige was publicly  on the 
line.

As impossible-to-hide American intervention first caught the eye of 
the Soviets and then of the  investigative press, the United States lost 
the neutral high  ground from which it might  have hoped to muste r 
African diplomatic support against Soviet and Cuban involvement. 
Then, in late October, South Afr ica marched north out of Namibia. All 
hope of a unified African stance then disappeared as states such as 
Nigeria and Tanzania, previously critical of Soviet intervention , 
rallied to the cause of the MPLA , and Zaire and Zambia, fea r
ful of Soviet intent ions, and economically dependent on South A frica, 
continued thei r support  fo r the  FN LA and UN ITA . Anxious and di
vided over how to respond to the active intrusion of white-ruled South 
Africa , Afri can leaders collectively were able to do little more tha n 
to prevent the  complete breakup of thei r regional association, the  
OAU.

EN COURAGIN G U N IT Y  AM ONG A FR IC A N , OTH ER  TH IR D  WO RLD ST AT ES

It  is, I  submit,  in the U.S. best interes t to encourage unity  not d ivi
sion among African and o ther Thi rd World states. Rather than exult 
in block-busting we should attempt to work with and st rengthen func
tional associations of such states. It  is precisely the excess of na tional
ism and decline of mult ilateral diplomacy in our world of 1976 t ha t 
converts an Angola into a power vacuum and gives rise to the danger  
of an archaic super and minor power collision. Did the U.S. Govern
ment consider the importance of fostering intervention-resistance Af 
rican un ity when it failed to discourage or, according to  some reports , 
secretly encourage South African intervention?

The Secretary of S tate has s tated before th is committee th at : “The 
Soviet Union  must not be given an opportunity  to use mil itary forces 
for aggressive purposes without ru nning  the risk of conflict with us.”'
I would suggest a rephrasing: “The Soviet Union should not have 
been given the opportuni ty bv us to intervene in Angola without risk 
of united African  opposition.”

Angola is a tragedy of missed opportuni ties.
But is there nothing to do now but argue fruitlessly with the Rus

sians. look for scape goats on which to pin the blame for a self-in
flicted humiliation,  or turn  to mercenaries and adventurers to stave 
off what we choose to define as a Soviet victory?  W hy do we insist on 
losing? Migh t discrete eleventh-hour contact with the Luanda gov
ernment still offer some hope for a pol itical solution? Mig ht Luanda 
and Washing ton find an area of common agreement over the  desir-
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abili ty for  a broad-based Angolan Government th at could bring rec
onciliation , unity,  and true  independence to Angola? Is tha t 
possibili ty being explored? Or are we in tent on throwing away an
other oppor tunity to restore peace to Angola and honor to ourselves ?

Senator Clark. Thank you ve ry much. You have some other com
ments, or reaction to people who appeared before the committee th is 
week?

Mr. Marcum. I do, sir, if I may.

PREVENTIVE DIPLOMACY

First  I  would like to talk  briefly, if I might, about preventive di
plomacy ; and I  think mil itary  power is not the only leverage in diplo
macy as has been suggested. Allow me to point  out the interview in 
today’s Washington Sta r with Mario Soares, leaders of the Por tu
guese Socialist P arty . T his falls  wi thin the area of what I would call 
remedial diplomacy, since we seem to have failed in preventive 
diplomacy.

In  response to questions in the  paper he notes—he is talk ing about 
intervention—and he s ays :

But  if  po lit ica l neg oti ati ons would  be hel d amo ng the  gr ea t pow ers,  who for  a 
numb er  of rea sons  seem to be in te re sted  in fee din g the civil  w ar  in Angola, it  
migh t be p oss ible  to find a way  ou t of th is  d ifficu lt sit ua tio n.  If  su ch neg oti ations 
ar e no t held , the n we ar e in vi tin g a gr ea t in te rn at iona liz at ion of  th is  conflic t, 
lea din g even tua lly  to a new Vie tna m.

I submit tha t is simply one more good argument for taking diplo
matic initiative .

PROFESSOR MARCUM’S COMMENTS ON SECRETARY KISSINGER’S TESTIMONY

I would like to comment upon jus t a few points t ha t the Secretary 
of State made in his testimony, part icula rly to get at some historical  
facts. He stated  tha t the FNLA and UN ITA  played, as he put it, 
“Played a large r role than the MPLA in striv ing toward Angolan 
independence.” I would suggest that is at best partisan, each move
ment had its day, each movement at various times in this  struggle, 
achieved ascendency and then  declined. I believe historical ly th at the 
MPL A did at least as well as the others, though none won a clear 
victory.

It  is suggested, also, th at  the M PLA began mili tary  action against 
the Portuguese in the mid-1960’s. In fact, fighting  broke out in An
gola in 1961, and both the MPLA and the UPA  Union of Angola’s 
Peoples, which is the predecessor of the FN LA, were involved in fight
ing at that  time. I thin k it is important tha t the historical record be 
accurate.

At  another point  the Secretary of State  suggested tha t although 
various uncoordinated  insurgency efforts of these movements caused 
difficulties, they caused no serious milit ary thre at to the domination 
of Portuguese military forces in Angola. He goes on to say that , the 
overthrow of the Portuguese Government in Apri l 1974, and subse-
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quent growing streng th of the Portuguese Communist Party  app ar
ently convinced Moscow of the revolutionary situation in Angola.

I t is implici t in his statement tha t there is no connection between 
those two events. I thin k i t is te rribly impor tant to note an incumbent 
can lose without an insurgent winning militar ily. This happened in 
Vietnam. This happened in Algeria. This happened in Angola and 
Mozambique. The Portuguese coup was a direct result of the wars m 
Africa. One has only to read General Spinola’s book written shortly 
before the coup on that , of the war tha t Portugal could not win, to  
understand  the connecting links between those two events. It  is not 
as though the Soviet Union had gotten interested in the affair only 
after the coup. # .

It  is also suggested by the Secretary that  Soviet aid began in the 
fall of 1974. The Soviet Union had been helping the MLPA for most 
of 15 years. Moreover, Chinese aid was coming in to the FNL A in 
late 1974. There are some press reports of 400 tons of Chinese arms 
arriving  in Zaire in late 1974; they had Zaire equipment as well. And 
it was—and this is not mentioned in the testimony—it was in March 
and April tha t FNLA  forces attacked.

If  you read the press accounts of what happened at tha t time, you 
will find tha t most of them referred to attacks initially by FNL A 
forces, which were entrenched in the north, where they had previously 
evicted all other forces; and they felt at that time they had the mili
tary superiority.

Fina lly, it is suggested that only intervent ion by the Soviet Union 
prevented a situation of stalemate, tha t is, th at no single movement 
•would have been strong enough to take over. Tha t is quite possible. 
Bu t it is also possible tha t one of the movements might have been 
eliminated. At least one must consider the fact that the MPLA  was 
the weakest movement at that time. It  had internal difficulties. The 
FNLA had the largest  number of troops. It  d id not look like a kind 
of winner-take-all contest and the init ial attack  came from the FN LA.

Senator  Clark. This would have been in J anu ary  of last year?
Mr. Marcum. This  would have been in March and April , when the 

attacks were made; but the build-up, as I  said, s tarted in late 1974.
I am not suggesting there  wasn’t a build-up parallel to that  on the 

other  side. When one follows this chicken-and-egg sequence, it is im
por tant to get everything in, and to factor in Chinese and Zairian in
tervention, which in some ways preceded or paralleled  tha t of the 
Soviets.

Fina lly, I think to blame the Senate, the Senate vote, for the re
sumption of Soviet aid in December, is to make a simplistic argument. 
Among other things, it leaves out the whole factor of South African 
intervention. Take for example, Nigerian reaction. Nigeria which is 
the largest and most important power in West Africa . Its  reaction 
to South African intervention was to grant $20 million of aid to the 
MPLA . And I believe one should note tha t the Soviet at tha t point 
saw that they could continue their intervention because they would



130

have African support for it. Afr ican  support came as a result of South 
Afri can intervention ; it was not congressional action, hut rather the 
realities of Afr ican politics tha t proved the dominant factor.

A FRIC A N  SU PP ORT  FOR  M PLA  PR IO R TO SO UTH  AF RI CA N IN TE R V E N TIO N

Senator B iden. Professor, on tha t point, from the historical per
spective, is there any evidence of African support for the MPLA 
prio r to South A frica intervening on behalf of UNIT A ?

Mr. Marcum. Yes; there certain ly was support. A state like Tan 
zania, for  example, tended to he pro-MPLA, but it had been critical 
of Soviet intervent ion, and it is still concerned about it. There were 
other countries tha t were quite  strongly pro-MPLA. But, the South 
Afri can  move certain ly changed the policy on the part of Nigeria, 
Ghana,  and certain other states.

Senator Biden. I s there any evidence tha t they were moving in that  
direction anyway? In  other words, is it clearly the causative effect 
situa tion that had not South Afri ca gone in, would those nations , in 
your opinion have staved neutra l, or at least not openly supported 
the MPLA?

Mr. Marcum. I  t hink  the  evidence is strong  tha t it was a causative 
effect. They have so stated publicly. I don’t believe tha t there is any 
reason to question i t ; the stoning  of the American Embassy in Laos 
had to do with t hat  connection.

Senator  B iden. I happen to agree, and I  suspect the chairman agrees 
with you, but I  would like to have as much substantiation for that  as 
I  can possibly get. Tha t’s what T’m groping  for. It  could be that we are 
being equally as simplistic as th e A dministrat ion is in saying tha t is 
the causative effect with rega rd to the Senate action, or any other 
of their less well-founded arguments they have made wi th regard to  
this whole Angolan fiasco.

Mr. Marcum. Well, I have talked to persons who were in Nigeria 
at the time. This is not the only country involved, but it is an im por
tan t pace setter, if you will. They told me that they are convinced 
tha t South African intervention was indeed the factor  that changed 
the policy there ; and there was a followup, if you will, in other countries.

Senator  Biden. I  think  it is f air  to say there were some in the Senate 
who suggested tha t in priva te to administration officials very early 
on: and my recollection was that there was. if not assurance, state- 
inents made that  there was littl e or no possibili ty of South Africa be
ing involved, and it was nothing  to worry about.

If there is anything for the record, at  a later date, that  you would 
supply with regard to that, I think that  would be very helpful.

Mr. Marcum. One of the points tha t I found curious was a public 
statement bv the State Departmen t tha t it did not consult with the 
South Africans, that  it was not informed of the intervention. And I 
presume it did not suggest to the South Africans tha t intervention 
would not be a good thing: it saw no evil, heard no evil, stayed away 
from i t. which is in itself a kind of complicity.

Sena tor Clark. Are you finished ?
Mr. Marcum. Yes, sir.
Sena tor Clark. Thank you very much. We will go on, now, with 

Reverend  L arrv  Henderson.
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STATEMENT OF REV. LAWRENCE W. HENDERSON, BOARD OF WORLD

MINISTR IES,  UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST,  NEW  YORK

Mr. H enderson. Senators, as I  see the situation , self-determination 
is the issue in Angola. How can Angolans determine the ir own fu ture  ? 
From this distance many other issues, interests  and concerns g et in 
the way and obscure the main issue. We can ha rdly  see the Angolans. 
Our Secretary of State looks at Angola and sees a battlefield where  we 
can test our wills and perhaps materiel with the U.S.S.R. The media, 
desiring to brin g Angola into focus, wear  ideological glasses, seeing 
now through the right  lens, now through the left.

ISSU E i s  ANGOLAN SELF-DETERMINATION

Advocates of intervention say, “We must send money and arms to 
defeat communism” ; but  other partis ans contend tha t we must with
draw so the progressive forces may defeat imperialism. The advocates, 
not the Angolans, define “communism,” “progressive,” and “imp eri
alism.” Those representing both ends of the spectrum and most in 
between, cannot see the people of Angola as they  look through their 
ideological spectacles. Advocates from both right and left  miss the 
real issue which is Angolan self-determination.

You, who have the responsibility of designing  U.S. foreign policy 
are forced to see problems rather  than  people. It  is impossible for 
Americans to develop an understand ing and empathy for peoples in 
every country in the world. On our infrequent furloughs during our 
22 years in Angola, we were frustrat ed by the ignorance of Americans 
who confused “Angolia,” as they called it, with “Mongolia.” I  suppose 
we should feel some satisfaction tha t we can now read about Angola 
on the fron t page of every newspaper and hear from Luanda, Iluambo , 
and Benguela on every newscast. Yet, we are still not satisfied. Amer
icans now know tha t Angola exists, and many know where it is, but 
they’re still not aware of the Angolans.

Portuguese  colonialism is h istorica lly responsible for the invisible 
status of the  Angolans. Our friends  and colleagues could be thrown in 
jail and tortured for saying, “I am an Angolan.” He or she was sup
posed to say, “I  am a Portuguese.” Angolans fough t for 13 years for 
the righ t to say, “I  am an Angolan.” They fought  not only agains t 
Portugal,  the poorest country in Western Europe , but again st the 
United States, who supported its NATO ally diplomatically, politi 
cally, and economically.

Portuguese  colonialism exploited the Angolans economically, but, 
more insidiously, it exploited the Angolans mentally  and psycholog
ically. The so-called natives came to believe tha t they were incapable 
of ruling themselves. The Angolans looked to thei r masters  to control 
thei r destiny for good or ill. I n the 1950's, when the wave of politica l 
independence spread  across Af rica, Angolans began to dream again 
of liberation. Yet, even as they dreamt of freedom, they looked outside 
for deliverance. I remember times when Angolans saw an occasional 
plane flying overhead and asked: “Are those black Americans coming 
to liberate us?” When thei r neighbors in the Belgian Congo became 
independent in 1960, Angolans took heart, but still expected someone 
from outside to  free them.

Today marks the 15th anniversary of the attacks on the prison in 
Luanda , which was one of a series of events launching the war of



132

liberation. Angolans decided to take things  into their own hands, 
rather  than  wait for someone else to rescue them from Portuguese 
colonialism. No Angolan political organization or activities were le
gally possible under the Portuguese. The liberation movements were 
clandestine political  par ties as well as military  commands for guerrilla  
units. Most importantly, they were the only political instruments of 
Angolan self-determinat ion. For  13 years the three liberation move
ments fought against Portugal , showing tha t Angolans were deter
mined to be independent and rule thei r own nation. Angolans, together 
with Mozambicans and Guineans threw off the mental shackles of co
lonialism, and even inspired young officers in the Portuguese army, 
lighting  in Africa, to f ree themselves from thei r fascist mentality. The 
formation of the Portuguese movement of the Armed Forces owed 
much to the African freedom fighters.

Opinions differ as to the relative merit, streng th and capability of 
the FNLA, MPLA, and UNITA. I have my opinions and will be 
happ y to  share them, i f they are of interest to you. However, the issue 
is self-determinat ion. The Angolans must decide who should represent 
them, how they wish to be organized, what form of government and 
economy is most appropriate  to their  present situation.

ANGOLA N IN D EPEN D EN CE

The Alvor  Agreement signed Janu ary  15,1975, by Portugal and the 
three liberation movements sta ted : “Por tugal recognizes the libera
tion movements—National Front foi* the Liberation of Angola; Pop 
ula r Movement for the L iberation of  Angola, and National Union for 
the Total Independence of Angola, as the sole and legitimate repre 
sentatives of the people of Angola.” Aft er defining the new political 
structure, the agreement proceeded: “The transi tional government 
shall organize general elections for the Constituent Assembly within 
9 months from Jan uary 31,1975 * * *”

I wish I could communicate to you the exhilaration of the people as 
they slowly realized aft er Apri l 25, 1974, tha t they themselves were 
going to rule their own country. Young people who had been in P or
tuguese-occupied Angola streamed to party  headquarters  in Kinshasa, 
Brazzaville, and Lungiie Bungo in the bush of eastern Angola to sign 
up for any sendee which the party might determine. Angolans could 
speak freely for  the first time. The movements set up offices in the main 
cities and then spread them to towns and villages. Angolans in exile 
returned, as did refugees from neighboring countries. The youth and 
women's sections of the partie s held meetings and made plans.

Remember, this was the first time in the lives of the Angolans th at 
they could take open political action. Even when the civil ad minis tra
tion  broke down and the government was not paying salaries regu
larly , teachers continued in thei r classrooms, nurses cared for thei r 
patients  and local par ty officials worked around the clock to respond 
to the needs of citizens. Wherever a political leader appeared, thou
sands of Angolans gathered , not  only to show allegiance to t hei r p ar
ticu lar party, but also to recognize an Angolan who could lead Ango
lans. Even the breakdown in public services, which so impressed 
Weste rn journalists, did not dampen the enthusiasm of the Angolans 
for the ir new-found independence. The inauguration of the Transi-
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tional  Government Jan uary 31, 1975, raised the Angolans’ fervor to a 
new pitch and they set the ir sights on the election and November 11, 
Independence Day. Self-determinat ion seemed wi thin the ir grasp.

The three movements then began jockeying for power. Each move
ment defined self-determination for Angola  in terms of its own power. 
FNL A and MPLA , the better-armed movements, perceived tha t 
UNITA,  the weaker group militar ily, might be the most popular. If  
the Alvor Agreement were to  be implemented, general elections could 
give UNIT A more power than the other two movements.

In  the spring of 1975, the FNLA and MPLA  clashed mili tarily 
in Luanda and then in other parts of the country. UN ITA  tried to 
stay neutral. Her  mili tary  weakness and popular strength made it 
expedient to prepare  for elections. By August of 1975, it became clear 
tha t Angolans were being frus trate d again in thei r s truggle  for self- 
determination . Mili tary  power rather than the will of the people 
would determine the rules of Angola. Self-determination suffered 
even more severely, because it was not Angolan military power which 
would decide the issue. Foreign intervention escalated the fighting to  
the point where only foreigners had the equipment, technical knowl
edge and experience to c arry  on the war. Angolans were only lending 
thei r names to mili tary  units  advised, led, and armed by foreigners. 
The covert nature  of the U.S. involvement and our failure  to condemn 
publicly South Afr ica ’s invasion made the Russian and Cuban inte r
vention much more acceptable in Africa.

U. S.  WI THDR AW AL  SUPPORTED

I commend this committee and the Congress for insisting  th at the 
U.S. Government withd raw from Angola. It  is ironical tha t after a 
dismal record of the U.S. intervent ions around the world:  to rescue 
beleaguered dictators , to overthrow popular regimes and to install 
mili tary  juntas , the United States finally found itself  backing the 
major ity in Angola. However, it was for the wrong reasons. We saw 
Angola as a battlefield in the cold war, and so we would support any
one who seemed to be opposing the U.S.S.R. The Secretary of State  
even affirmed that  he did not care what kind of government ruled 
Angola. Yet, even being on the side of the m ajority is not a valid  rea
son for intervention. I support withdrawal, even though the present 
informat ion from Angola indicates tha t th is will facilit ate the imposi
tion of the MPLA  minor ity regime on all of Angola.

ANGOLAN SE LF-DET ERMI NA TIO N

If  the Alvor Agreement, which had established the machinery for  
self-determinat ion failed, what chance of success is there afte r 6 
months of bitte r civil war? How can Angolans keep up their fight fo r 
self-determination? Some Angolans will not. They will return to the 
subservient position they had adopted under the Portuguese colonial
ism. Others will continue to organize pol itically to t ry  to gain power, 
but prospects for an opposition par ty are not good. According to the  
announced plans of FNLA and UNITA , some Angolans will carry  
on the struggle for self -determination bv guerrilla  operations. We ta lk 
about “movements”. This correctly implies that these organizat ions are
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fluid. Angolans can operate with in them to change the course of the 
movements to satisfy more nea rly the people's asp irations. I am sad
dened by the physical suffer ing today in Angola, by the defeats by self- 
determination,  and by the prospects of another minor ity regime im
posed by foreign interests. At  the same time, I am hopeful tha t the 
determ ination of Angolans which overthrew Portuguese  colonialism 
will not be defeated even by the in tervention of the gre at powers.

U. S.  POLIC Y TOWARD AFRICA

I  commend the  chairman of the committee for his commitment to  
working for the development of a new U.S. policy toward  Africa. 
Wi th our present calamitous policy toward  A frica, we cannot have a 
positive influence in Angola or in other areas of tha t continent. We 
suppor ted Portugal while she fought to maintain control of her 
Afri can  colonies. We are breaking sanctions to import chrome and 
strengthen the rebel regime in Salisbury, Rhodesia. We have vetoed 
United Nations resolutions condemning South Afr ica’s apartheid 
policy. In  addition to rect ifying these mistakes, we need to establish 
affirmative relations with the Organization of African Unity,  and 
change our stance in the United Nations, so tha t we are not boasting 
about breaking up Thi rd World blocs, but s triving to understand the 
aspira tions and problems of these less developed nations.

I recommend that you simultaneously undertake to develop a new 
policy toward Africa and encourage nonintervention in Angola. I  was 
interested in reports tha t S enato r Percy was explor ing possibilities of 
using U.S. commercial and diplomatic pressure on the U.S.S.R., so 
it would w ithdraw from Angola. If  the  United States places itself in 
a more positive relationship to African nations, they will be the best 
source for suggestions as to what policies will promote self-determina
tion in Angola. Our focusing on the cold war dimension of the Angolan 
conflict has largely disqualified us from p laying a positive role in the 
present round of the struggle, but through the guidance and influence 
of th is committee we may be in a stronger position in  the next round.

ANG OLA X SE LF-DET ERMI NA TIO N

February 4.1961, was a day of victory in Angola's long struggle for 
self-determination. Even though the prisoners were not freed in 
Angola tha t day, the Angolans themselves acted. Many of my friends 
in Angola  have been celebrating this February 4 as a day of victory, 
since MPLA has used Russian advisers and materiel with Cuban offi
cers and men to conquer most of the strategic points in tha t wealthy 
land. I cannot celebrate Fe brua ry 4, 1976, because I  believe tha t most 
Angolans see this as a day of defeat in thei r struggle for self- 
determina tion.

Angola’s struggle for self-determination  has covered centuries  and 
the end is not in sight. Angolans must fight the main battles, celebrate 
the victories and lament the defeats, As we relate to Angola, let us 
recognize that  self-determination is the issue. Self-determination is 
the goal, and Angolan self-determination should be the principal meas
ure of our policy toward Angola.
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Senator Clark. Thank you very much. Xow, we are going to hear  
from George Houser, the Executive Director of the American Com
mittee on Africa.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. HOUSER, EXECU TIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN COMMITTEE ON AFRICA, NEW YORK

Mr. II ouser. Thank you, Senator.
The rat ionale presented for  U.S. involvement in Angola is not based 

on African or  Angolan realities. I have purposely stated this proposi
tion in the negative because U.S. policy in Angola  is negative. Such a 
policy is not designed to win a contest or to inspire confidence.

UN ITED  STATES-SOVIET COLD WAR CO MP ETITI ON

The conflict in Angola has not been defined by U.S. Government 
spokesmen in Angolan terms. The chosen terminology7 has been that 
of the U nited States-Soviet Union cold war competition. According to 
Secretary Kissinger, the ra tionale for U.S. policy is to press the Soviet 
Union to show re straint in Angola  or “our relationship is bound to 
become more tense, and there is no question that the United Sta tes will 
not accept Soviet military expansion of any kind.”

President Ford  has likewise put  the Angolan conflict in the context 
of Soviet policy. “I  want you to  know”, he wrote  to various African 
heads of state just p rior to the recent OAU Conference, “how seriously 
we regard this  Soviet intervention 8,000 miles away from its  borders.”

Most of the American press has echoed this same kind of definition 
of the struggle in Angola. It  is portrayed as a struggle primarily 
between a “Soviet-backed,” or “Marxist” group (the M PLA ) and two 
“pro-West” factions (UX ITA  and FXLA ). And there  the matte r 
seems to rest for most of the American people. So litt le importance is 
given to the programs and policies of any of the three political forces in 
Angola tha t nowhere in an official government statement has there 
been an attem pt to describe what they stand for. There is nothing which 
has delineated the supposedly “pro-West” programs of UN ITA  and 
FXLA, for  which the United States  has spent millions of dollars and 
on behalf  of which the United States has made gestures which can  
only be interpreted as intended to seriously challenge the Soviet 
Union.

Even more surpris ing is the astounding statement by both the Pres
ident and the Secretary of State that they are not really opposed to 
the MPLA. “We seek neithe r the destruction nor the defeat of the 
MPLA .” the President wrote to the African leaders. The Secretary  of 
State  said, “We are not opposed to the MPLA as such. We make a 
distinction between the factions in Angola and the outside interven
tion.”

If  the United States is not strongly for U XITA, and it is not really 
agains t MPLA—what is all the fuss about? The answer seems to bo 
that the issue is not Angola at all. Bather,  from the U.S. perspective, 
the issue is defined only in U.S.-U.S.S.R. terms.

This base for U.S. policy is most unfortunate. Africa is not taken 
seriously. And when dramatic events force U.S. attention as in the
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Angolan situation, it  is too late. It  is as if  Dr. Kissinger is going back 
to the  period prio r to 1958, when there  was no Bureau of African 
Affairs and when there was no Assistant Secretary of State for Africa . 
Twice in the past year the  Secretary of State  has replaced Assistant  
Secretaries—once because an Assistant Secretary had advocated too 
strong a U.S. policy in southern  Afr ica, and a  second time because an 
Assis tant Secretary differed on policy toward Angola. The Secretary 
of S tate has not taken a t rip  to  Africa himself, not  having considered 
internal developments on the continent important enough in h is view 
of global politics. A non-Africa-centered policy is hardly  designed to 
win strong support in Africa.

U.S.  POLICY ASSUMPTIONS CONCERNING SOVIET INTERVENTION

In my view, U.S. policy toward Angola stated in terms of Soviet 
expansionism, can be criticized on two counts. F irst , th e policy makes 
the assumption tha t the Soviet Union will “take over’’ Angola. There is 
no disagreement on the fact tha t the Soviet Union has been a princi
pal supporter of the M PLA. But this is not a new policy. I t goes back 
14 or 15 years—to 1961—when the armed struggle  against Portuguese 
domination in Angola began. Although  Soviet assistance to the MPLA 
was modest, it was nevertheless steady. It  has escalated during the 
struggle  for the control of Angola in 1975 as U.S. involvement has 
grown and as the South Africa invasion from Namibia in the south 
has posed a new kind of t hre at to the independence of the Angolan 
people.

Is the Soviet Union a serious thre at to the  independence of Angola ? 
The MPLA  does not thin k so. The Constitution of the People’s Re
public of Angola (the MPLA government) specifically states that  “the 
Republic will not join any interna tional  milita ry organization , or 
allow any foreign power to establish bases on its terr itory.”

President Julius Nyerere of Tanzania does not think so. He says, 
“I f the Americans are intervening to prevent the Soviet Union from 
gett ing milit ary bases on the South Atlant ic, and to prevent an Af ri
can country from becoming a colony or puppet o f the U.S.S.R., then 
they are not th inking—just being arrogant. Suppose America were to 
sav to Angola. ‘If  you want to be colonized bv Russia, that is your own 
business.’ Everyone knows how resounding would be the Angolan 
‘no’ and Afr ica’s ‘no fur ther.’ The Angolans have shown that they are 
willing to f ight for independence.”

Unless one considers most African countries puppets  or dupes of 
the Soviet Union, the ma jority  of independent states do not consider 
the Soviet Union a threat—25 out of 46 countries have now recognized 
the MPL A government.

A comment should be made on the presence of Cubans in Angola. I  
would p refe r tha t all foreign intervention in Angola could be elimi
nated. But it should be pointed out th at no one alleges Cuba is trying 
to colonize Africa. U.S. spokesmen look upon the Cubans as pawns in 
the Soviet game. It  is worth noting  tha t Cuba has had an independ
ent history of providing support and assistance not only to MPLA, but 
also to FRELIMO, PAIGC , and other southern African liberation 
movements. The major Cuban presence developed after the South 
African invasion of Angola, and may well reflect the seriousness with
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which many countr ies reacted to  what they saw as a very real t hre at to 
Angolan independence.

Whatever the motives may be for Soviet policy in Africa, or in 
Angola, the results  are not such as to bolster the case fo r successful 
Soviet takeovers. Afri ca has not been a high -prio rity targ et for 
the U.S.S.R. Between 1966 and 1973 Soviet aid commitments to Afri ca 
were below 11 percent of aid to all less developed countries. Soviet 
policy in Africa  did not stop the overthrow of Nkrumah, the expul
sion of Sovie t and Eas t European  diplomats from Guinea, the expu l
sion of Soviet technicians from Egypt, the break with Amin on A n
gola, and the  policy did not procure  bases in Algeria  or Mozambique.

If  anything, U.S. policy aimed at stopping Soviet assistance to 
MPLA  has had exactly the opposite effect. As Nyerere pointed out, 
“I f the MPLA government is forced to rely upon one of the super
powers for its very existence, it will be forced willy-nilly into the 
Soviet’s embrace. If  that is what the  Russian move meant, they will be 
succeeding, thanks  to the United S tates of America.”

A U.S. policy based on the  assumption tha t an Afr ican  country, or 
a government in Angola, which has been receiving subs tantia l assist
ance from the Soviet Union will automatica lly lose its independence 
of thought and action, does not take Afr ica  seriously. My point  is 
not intended to serve as an apology for any Soviet actions, but to 
expose the false assumptions on which U.S. policy is based. The diffi
culty with U.S. policy is precisely tha t i t does not tak e African s and 
thei r desire for independence seriously.

U .S . A SSU M PT IO N S CONCER NIN G M PL A IN D EPE N D EN C E  PO SIT IO N

Second, U.S. policy on Angola seems to make the  assumption tha t 
the MPLA, as a socialist-oriented organization, will not follow an 
independent position. This assumption does not take into account the  
divisions in the socialist world and again ignores any ability of A fr i
cans to act independently . A few words should be said about the 
MPLA, Marxism, and socialism in the African context.

Very lit tle distinct ion is made in American parlance between “com
munism” and “socialism.” There are no Afr ican  governments calling 
themselves “Communist,” but there are many striv ing to build so
cialist societies. Americans must understand tha t Afr ica  does not 
really have an option between “capital ism” and “socialism.” The aver
age African  lives on a subsistence level. The few individuals  in some 
countries who have accumulated priva te capita l are the exception 
rather than the rule. For  the  most par t, these “capitalists” have been 
able to accumlate their  own priv ate capital only thro ugh relationship 
with foreign companies. Most African states do not want the ir eco
nomies controlled by foreign concerns. They wish to  have control in 
thei r own hands.

During the long years of the liberation struggle in Portugal ’s 
African colonies, the  major liberation movements were very clear on 
their  ideological and political independence. They did not -wish to be 
labeled “Communist” or “M arxist .” even if  they rejected capitali sm as 
impossible. Amilcar Cabral, the  founder and great  leader of  the Afr i
can Party  for Independence of Guinea and Cape Verde (PAI GC) , 
tragically assassinated in 1973, spoke most clearly on this poin t in
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1971. He said, “We believe that a struggle like ours is impossible 
without ideology. But what kind of ideology ? Our desire to  develop 
our country  with social justice and power in the hands of the people 
is our ideological basis. I am a freedom fighter in my own country. 
You must judge from wha t I do in practice. If  you decide that  it ’s 
Marxism, tell everyone that  it  is Marxism. I f  you decide it ’s not 
Marxism, tell everyone it ’s not Marxism. But  the labels are your 
affair ; we don’t like these kinds of labels.”

This  is the position of the  MPLA, too. An interview with  Dr. Agos- 
tinho Neto, president of the  MPLA . appeared in the Methodist 
magazine Motive in February 1971. Neto said, “Our organization 
is not Communist and never has been. Our policies are  not subordi
nated to socialist countries, to the ir practical policies, to the ir orienta
tion or daily ideology. Our movement defines its external  policies as 
those of an independent movement, a  movement not tied to, or sub
ordina ted to, the policies of another country.”

As Dr. Neto speaks of socialism he interprets  it  as ending exploita
tion. In  an MPLA  publication in 1972 he said, “We don’t in tend to 
allow either Angolans or foreigners to  exploi t others in the  country .” 
In  a speech over Tanzania radio,  Neto said, “Who exploits the iron 
ore of Angola? The Germans. Who exploits the petroleum? The 
Americans and the Belgians. And to whom does th e Benguela Rail 
way belong? To the English. Who owns the  Diamond Co.? The 
Americans, the Belgians, the  French, and the Eng lish.” “The Angolan 
people must have the riches of our  own country,” Neto said on another 
occasion. One can get the best insight  into the ideology of the M PLA 
through its practical policies in liberated areas under its control in 
Angola during the long struggle against  Portuguese domination. Peo
ples’ stores were organized where the peasants could trad e their  prod
ucts through a system of bar ter for goods such as shoes, blankets, salt, 
soap, which were given to them by friend ly countries and organiza
tions overseas. On the village level, the people farmed land collec
tively in par t, and for themselves in part . There was both communal 
and priva te land. M PLA  reflected a nonracialism and a nontribalism. 
The leadership made clear tha t M PLA had some s;ood f riends in pre
dominantly white countries and some enemies in black countries. The 
equality o f women was emphasized.

PRAC TIC ALITY  OF MP LA LEADERSHIP

The MPLA leadership is practical . When I talked with MPLA 
leaders in Angola in March 1975 and raised the question about their  
relationship with the Gulf  Oil Co., for example, they said they were 
getting along all right.  It  is worth pointing out tha t it was not the 
MPLA-led government which forced Gulf Oil to stop its operation 
in Angola, but rather the U.S. adminis tration.  This action, designed 
to deprive the MPLA  government of revenue due from the oil opera
tions, seems to have particular ly dangerous implications for the future 
of Gulf or  other U.S. corporate act ivities in Angola.

The main objective of newly independent governments is not to 
drive out foreign business, nor to end all individual ownership of 
business enterprises. Only a few days ago. Lopo do Nascimento, 
the Prime Minister of the People ’s Republic of Angola, said his 
government would prefe r to mainta in i ts commercial links to the U,S.
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companies on “terms of mutual respect and benefit.” Whatever may 
be finally constructed over a period of many years, precipi tate action 
will not be taken.

In my statement I have dealt w ith the  MPLA and  not with UN ITA  
or FNL A because the United S tates does not look upon the lat ter  two 
political  forces as a “problem.” Presumably they would follow 
policies, from a U.S. perspective, which would not jeopardize  U.S. 
interests. Nevertheless, it is instructive tha t the United  Sta tes has no t 
defined what a “pro-West” policy consists of. I  would simply observe 
tha t there  is nothing in the history  of the two movements which would 
cause one to describe them as “democratic,” for as clear about the 
direction in which they would lead Angola if they had the power of 
government.

U.S. HIS TO RIC AL  NON SU PPOR T FOR SOUT HE RN  AFRICA LIB ERATION  

STRUGGLE

I should like to make two other brief  comments on U.S. policy 
which are now clearly reflected in our position on the Angolan con
flict. The first is that the United States  is suffering from the  fact tha t 
it has consistently refused to give its suppo rt to the southern Afr ica  
liberation struggle. None of the liberation movements, even if  they 
may have received a modicum o f American aid secretly, could look 
upon the United  States  as a pa rtner in the struggle to end colonialism 
and white minority  rule.

The United States  was allied with Portugal durin g all the years o f 
the armed struggle in Angola, Mozambique and Guinea-Bissau. The 
United States was more conscious of the need fo r a continued unde r
standing with Salazar and Caetano in order to maintain the Azores 
airbase than  to develop a working relationship with the liberat ion 
movements. The U.S. Government gave up its membership on the 
Decolonization Committee at the U.N. r ath er than  face the constant 
criticism there. The United States did not welcome representatives of 
the liberation movements from the  Por tuguese territories  a t the State 
Depar tment  in Washing ton for fear of Portugal 's reaction. The 
United States avoided acknowledging the streng th of the PAIGC  in 
Guinea-Bissau so th at when this movement proclaimed its independ
ent state a few months before the coup in Portugal established an 
anticolonial regime there, the United States  did not feel called upon 
to recognize the Republic of Guinea-Bissau. It  is not surp rising tha t 
no official from the administration in Washington was invited to 
Mozambique's independence.

The official attitude  of the United  States  toward  liberation move
ments was sta ted by David Newsom when he was Assistant Secretary 
of State  for Afri ca in 1972:

The question of U.S. official rela tions with lead ers of opposition movements 
in colonial ter rit or ies has always posed a dilemma for  Amer ican policymakers. 
These movements are a polit ical fact.  On the one hand, the  absence of con tact or 
supp ort from us leaves the  lead ers subject to cer tain other outs ide influences. 
On the other hand , the United Sta tes has tradit ion ally been unw illin g to recog
nize th e opposi tion elements in colonial ter ritor ies  u nti l an int ern ationally recog
nized tr ansfe r of  power has taken  place.

How can the United States expect to be taken seriously as a f riend to 
Africa with this  record of alliance with the Portuguese colonial regime?
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Those movements seeking assistance from the United  States are 
viewed with some suspicion. Even aid from the Uni ted S tates becomes 
something of a liability.

AFRIC AN L IBE RA TIO N STRUGGLE I N  F UT UR E

Finally, an important  word about the future. The liberation 
struggle in Africa is by no means at an end. White minority control 
is still dominant  in Rhodesia, in Namibia, and in South Africa. In 
Rhodesia a violent showdown seems in the offing. The white minority 
regime, although engaging in halfhearted discussion with one faction 
of African nationalists , seems not to be prepared to accept the im
mediate “inevi tabili ty” of majo rity rule. Yet nothing  less than Afr ican 
control (Africans are 95 percent  of the populat ion) can b ring peace 
to Rhodesia. The Zimbabwe nationalists are prepared for the con
tinua tion of armed struggle and thousands of guerri llas are perched 
for an extenuated conflict. Mozambique offers a base of operation.

In South Africa and Namibia, there is a facade bu t not the reality 
of change. The South Afri can Government has given no sign of 
lessening its control over the economy and the reigns of government. 
The black people who are more than  80 percent o f the population are 
still controlled by the pass laws and have no hope o f pa rticipation  in 
the political process. The white government plans for the creation o f 
economically dependent Bantustans where a handful of tradi tiona l 
chiefs maintain a tentative  control at the whim of the white minority  
government. The milit ary strength of the government grows and is 
aimed at liquida ting any possible challenge from the A frican  people.

The United States has an increasingly large stake in the stability 
of the white dominated economy of South Africa . American invest
ment is now over $1.2 billion. American investment strengthens the 
status  quo and does not challenge it. IBM [Interna tional Business 
Machines] supplies computers for South Afr ica’s Department of  De
fense; ITT [Interna tional Telephone and Telegraph] supplies com
plex equipment for the South Africa communications system; Mobil 
and Caltex refine almost 50 percent of South Afr ica’s oil. And now 
we read tha t the administration is being pressed by business interests 
and some Members of Congress to allow the Export- Import Bank 
to permit  direct loans to South Africa. These loans were forbidden in 
1964. Such a move would be precisely in the wrong direction.

Because South Afri ca is the strongest and wealthiest country in 
Africa, the struggle for nonracial majori ty rule is likely to be the 
most bitter. The white minority, fearfu l tha t they will lose special 
privilege , will resist change with military, political, and economic 
weapons.

LESSONS TO BE DRAW N FROM  ANGOLAN EX PERIEN CE

What lessons can be drawn from the Angolan experience for the 
struggle in southern Africa which lies ahead?  One is tha t white South 
Africa will be prepared to wage a relentless battle to preserve its way 
of life. What else would have driven South Africa to send an invad
ing force into Angola from Namibia in the face of almost unanimous 
condemnation from Africa and most of the rest of the world ?
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Second, the strugg le will not be basically a white versus black issue. 
In  South Africa  there will be some blacks alined with the white minor
ity attempting  to m ainta in special privileges which have been granted  
them.

Third , the strugg le will be one of interna tional  dimension. With 
which side will the United States be alined ? If  there is no change in 
the perception of the issue as seen bv policymakers in Washington, 
the United States  will remain on the side of the s tatus quo, tryin g to  
protect  what are regarded as stra tegic interests and corporate invest
ments. The forces o f liberation, the forces of change will be inaccu
rately  branded as Communist. This must not happen. The United 
States  should embark on a new policy before it is too late.

PO LI CY  RE CO M M EN DATI ONS

I support three policy recommendations:
One: The United States should give no covert- or overt assistance, 

financial or  mi litary , direct or through third parties, to Angola.
Two: The United States should stop the recruiting of mercenaries 

to fight in Angola. Under title 18 of the U.S. Code it  is illegal for 
one who resides in the United States to en list in the armed forces of 
any foreign entity. It  is punishable by a fine of $1,000 and no more 
than  3 years in prison. With  foreign mercenaries playing an im
por tant role in the fighting in Angola, it is essential tha t the United 
States  put an end to Americans partic ipat ing in this way.

Three : The United  States should end its pressure on the Gul f Oil 
Corp, to cease operation in Cabinda. Gulf Oil said it was operat
ing on the principle of dealing with the de facto government during 
the long years  of the liberation struggle. This same principle should 
be followed now.

Thank  you.
COM M EN DATI ON OF  W IT N ESSES

Senator Clark. Thank you very much. I  think these three papers 
which were presented are excellent. They are very insightful, very 
thoughtfu l, and certain ly very useful to this subcommittee and to the 
Congress.

Mr. Marcum, your questions raised extremely im portant points. Mr. 
Henderson, your emphasis on Angolan self-determination is ex
tremely important because it seems to me our Government is so con
cerned with superpowers that  we have forgotten, or pe rhaps not even 
considered, the Angolans themselves. I th ink that  is also a point raised 
in Mr. Houser's testimony, tha t our Government is not  really  looking 
at the Angola question from the African point of view and examined 
the ideological positions of the liberation movements from an Afr ican 
point of view, but from a global point of view.

The Secretary  of State said in his testimony before th is committee 
last Thursday tha t he does indeed see it from a global point of view, 
rath er than the Afr ican point of view.

I have a number of questions, and I intend to ask them, i f you have 
time to listen. I am going to ask Senator Biden if he has questions, 
but first, I  have always wanted to answer questions, and we always sit 
up here and ask questions. I  thought what I  might do, before Senator

67 -0 55 — 71 io



142

Biden asks his, is to take my time and t ry  to answer some of the ques
tions you raised, Mr. Marcum.

I thought  your questions were very much to the point. If  one can 
find the answers to these, one begins to see the direction of American 
foreign policy in the Angolan case, par ticu larly  in the beginning.

u.s . sup por t for coalition gov ernmen t

You say, “Instead of providing covert aid to the  Angolan movement 
with the  largest army—the FNLA army was lieing trained by Chinese 
instructors in neighboring Zaire—the United Sta tes might have sought 
to shore up effects being made by Lisbon and the Organization of 
African Unity  to create  and sustain  a coalition Angolan Government. 
Winter and spr ing of  1975 was a time for diplomacy. When in March 
and Apri l the Zaire-based and equipped troops of Holden Roberto s 
FNLA, which expelled all riva ls from the northern d istricts o f Angola 
launched military operations against the Luanda-based MPLA, did 
the United States Government try  to constra in its client?”

I think the answer to that  is clearly “N o th e re  was no evidence at all 
tha t any attempt was made at that  point.

Let's" go on. You asked, “Or  did the administration hope for the 
quick elimination of a movement tha t h ad been receiving Soviet s up
port for some 15 years ?”

I th ink the answer there is a lit tle less clear, but we do know tha t the 
“40 Committee” decided in January, in a mat ter of days afte r the 
Alvor Agreement, to put $300,000 in cash to the FNL A government. 
So, one could cer tainly  make the rath er consistent argument tha t at 
tha t early stage, instead of working toward  a coalition government, 
tha t we were indeed pu ttin g money in for one of these liberation move
ments, not two, only the FNLA,  and certainly not three.

Let ’s go on with your questions. “Bid  the American Government 
think to advise the Soviets t ha t it was prepared to guarantee tha t the  
MPLA led bv Br. Agostinho Neto, and not a Zaire-sponsored rival 
faction, would remain par t of  the trip art ite  trans itiona l government ?”

The answer is, no : we did not.
“Bid  it later convey to Moscow and other  interested parties  s trong 

American backing for an inclusive coalition as over against the imposi
tion of any movement by force ?”

Again, the answer is. no, we did not.
You go on. “As Soviet arms began appearing  in Luanda in April- 

May, did the Secretary of State sense the dangers of p laying a ‘covert 
game of soldiers’ and alert Moscow about his concerns?”

The answer is “No.” There is no indication. In fact, we have the Sec
reta ry’s testimony and others’ in the Bepartm ent, as I  will explain  in 
a moment, that  they did  not go to the Soviet Union—privately  or pub
licly—on any occasion at that stage, to talk to them about the Angola 
situation.

Fur ther  on you sav.
Angola’s “trans itional government collapsed in Ju lv 1975. The 

American response we now know was to match the Soviets not to rec
oncile the Angolans. What  was really needed at that  point was an ur 
gent diplomatic ouest for  an ‘African  solution.' Time was runn ing 
out. Bid the President  or Secretarv of State call in OAU ambassadors
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or contact key African  leaders and encourage and promise U.S. sup
por t for  collective Afr ican initiatives” ?

The answer c learly  is “No.”

U .S . D IP LO M A TIC  EFF O R TS CONCER NIN G SO VI ET  STEPPED -U P IN TE R V E N TIO N

“And when in August, 1975, as we are  now told, Sovie t and Cuban 
personnel were observed coming into Angola , did anyone get on the 
hot line?”

No. No pro test  of any kind was made to the  Soviet Union.
“David Binder  of the New York Times—December 25, 1975—re

ports  tha t Mr. Kiss inger failed to make a formal protes t to Moscow 
about g rowing Soviet  intervention unt il late October, by which time 
Soviet prestige  was publicly on the line.”

The answer there is, you are righ t. I say this because thi s subcom
mittee met with Secretary  Ingerso ll in very late July and suggested 
exactly th at course ; and the record will show that. We thought it was 
time, certainly,  by  now. We had only learned of the covert operations 
a matter o f days before. We thought tha t before it got out of hand and 
the war sta rted escalating beyond hope, that we ought to talk to the 
Soviets, that  made good sense. That was not done.

On another occasion, in early October, the full Foreign Delations 
Committee—we had Mr. Colby and Mr. Sisco—made exactly the same 
point. Why have we not gone to the Soviets privately, early  on, and 
said, now, the time  has come to stop t his and le t the Angolans decide 
this  issue. W e had  many possible alternatives of action at that  point 
because the Cubans were not in yet. The Cubans troops began to come 
in in la te September; and the South Africans had not  come in yet. It 
was a good time to tr y to stop this thing.

We were advised o f one thing, we couldn't  do tha t because we didn 't 
have any bargai nin g chips. That was the exact answer, we could not 
possibly go to the  Soviets and talk  about this because we didn't  have 
any bargaining chips. The only way to get some bargain ing chips was 
to go in ther e with  a lot of money, military  assistance, and turn  this 
situation a roun d; and then we'll s tart t alk ing to the Soviets.

So, I think  the answer is very clear, we made no meaningful diplo
matic efforts unt il it was fa r too late to turn the situation around.

Senator  Biden ?
Senator B iden. Mr. Chairman, you know, it was just 1 sho rt year ago 

that  you were not a chairman of a subcommittee, and in tha t It short 
year you see the same affliction as with all chairmen, you pick all the 
easy questions to answer. [Laughter .]

SUBCOM M IT TEE VIE W  OF AN GOLA N EV EN TS

Senator B iden. I can 't answer any more of the questions except con
cur with what Sena tor Clark has said. I will illuminate a few of  the 
pointy so th at  you may understand,  and then I'm going to ask ques
tions.

Wh at we saw from this side, first of all, was the difficulty in getting  
people to underst and  tha t there was an Angola. The chairman de
serves the cred it for  getting ou r colleagues to distinguish at  least be
tween “Angola” a nd “Mongolia."
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But  beyond tha t, I  can remember us being told in itially  in briefings that  we were not looking for a stalemate. We had a stalemate. We asked them about the ideology. We kept pressing, “What confirmation do you have for what you are tel ling us,” and we got some specious arguments. Then, lo and behold, a couple of months later—I can’t recall when exactly, but we had another so-called secret br iefing—and were told  tha t all we needed was a stalemate, that ’s what we were looking for.
I asked, “Well, what happended to the stalemate we had before?”“Objectives change as situations change” but our own objective is peace and security, and tranqu ility , and so on—I ’m being a li ttle face

tious.
But my concern now is, rather  than turn  this  into  a mutual admiration society, tha t we were righ t, and you are now right, and the administra tion was wrong. 1 have a larger concern and I will play, if I  may, the devil’s advocate.

AN GO LA N SE LF-D ETERM IN A TIO N

Reverend, you talked throughout your pape r about self-determina
tion. Now’, in ligh t of where we are today—not what happened yesterday , or 2 months ago, or 15 years ago—in light  of where we are today i t seems to me, and correct me if you think  I ’m wrong, according to you, Reverend, a faction which does not represent the major ity of the people in Angola, a minority faction has the major ity influence and power, and in fact continues to move in the direction where resistance is lessened; and it is just a m atter  of time before the tota l domination of Angola by th at minority faction.

Yet, you sav tha t we must encourage self-determination. Is there any way tha t there can be self-determination for Angola  now, in light  of the tremendous amount of Soviet backing, Cuban forces, and the apparent minority  position of the MPLA. Can there be self-determination. or is that something they will have to fight out later?
Mr. Henderson. I'm  not at all saying tha t I don’t think tha t there will be in the immediate, foreseeable future. And I think,  as I expressed in the paper, tha t the United States is not in a position at this point to p lay a positive role.
I th ink each of us stated tha t new importan t element in a new United States-African policy is a different position in relation to OAU and African nations. I think  tha t is a necessary step before we are in a position to make any positive contributions. I ’m not at all hopeful.Senator B iden. I didn’t thin k you were. The reason I raised the question is that an administrat ion spokesman, in the recent past, sitting  at the same table you are, was offering the same argument you are, offering the same premise tha t Angola must have self-determination; and the only way they can have t ha t now, in ligh t of the Soviet pres ence and Cuban intervention is i f we in fact are able in some way to  counter tha t force.
So, I  just wanted to make crystal clear for the record th at  there  is no implication on your par t tha t w’e are in a posi tion to help accommodate tha t self-determination now.
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An adjunct to tha t same question is, we should do it by different 
means now. It  is going to be a longer range question. We should change 
our policy towards  the OAU and o ther A frican nations.  W hat  do you 
think, are  we going to suffer ?

POSSIBLE U. S.  LOSSES AS RESULT OF NO NA CT ION

The reason I ’m looking to you, you were there for 22 years. Are there 
any losses beyond the ones we already suffered diplomatically  in 
Africa , which will occur as a consequence of our nonaction, th at  is, if  
from this moment on we in no way, overtly  or covertly, are involved 
in the struggle tha t is going on in  Angola, are we going to lose face 
in southern Africa? And I eliminate South Afri ca and Indonesia. 
Is Zaire going to feel they are abandoned ?

Do you see any loss of prestige, of face in  our nonaction in southern 
Africa, now ?

Mr. Henderson. Well, you ask a re we, the United  States, going to 
suffer, and are we going to lose face. I  don’t think we have any more 
to lose, as fa r as Africa is concerned. So, the answer to that  would 
be, no.

Senator  Biden. I’m not  suggesting loss of face is at all re levant.
Mr. Henderson. I think we are going to suffer if we pursue our 

presen t policy in Africa.
Senator Biden. I understand that.  What I want to find out right 

now, is there  any downside. Obviously you all three have made the 
argument on the up side for a change in policy, tha t we can’t go down 
any further , and to help not only Angola but ourselves with  Africa 
is to drastically  change our policy. That is the point you made, I think, 
very eloquently and very clearly.

I ’m trying to be the devil's advocate and ask you the othe r side of 
the question, is there any immediate loss of prestige, loss of face, 
strategic positions, letting down our friends, a view on the African 
continent t ha t we have neither the will nor the heart to aid  legitimate 
independence movements.

I  realize you made the arguments  all the other  way. I ’m not sure 
I'm  art icul atin g very well what I'm trying to get. Any  one of the three 
of you can respond. What happens in Zaire, for example, when in fact 
we just  wash our hands of the whole situation ?

Mr. Henderson. Well, according to the news tha t I have seen for 
the last couple of days, Zaire appears  to be a step or two ahead of the 
United  Sta tes in adju sting  to the new situation in Angola. So, perhaps 
we don 't need to worry too much about Zaire and Zambia; they may 
take care of thei r interests more rapidly than  we do of ours.

Senator B iden. Do you gentlemen share tha t point of view, 
specifically with regard to Zaire ?

Mr. Houser. I wouldn’t put Zaire and Zambia in the same boat. 
Zaire has a lot on the line in tha t the FNL A has been, I thin k you 
could say, thei r movement for these many years.

Senator Biden. That’s why I asked the question.
Mr. H ouser. Now, I  have a lot  of personal contacts, go ing back to 

1954, when I was in the Belgian Congo in this respect, and I don't 
know how many times I may have visited Leopoldville, late r Kinshasa,
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when the UP A and the FNL A—whatever name was the current one— 
was operat ing there.

But the one thing tha t was very clear was th at this movement de
pended on the support which it received f rom Zaire. Now. tha t was 
true  in terms of not only the facilities which i t had, bu t also the people 
it had because so many of the Bakongo people had fled northern 
Angola into the Congo, as the war  star ted in 1961 and the reafte r.

And the FNL A had the force of government because the  Govern
ment of Zaire gave it the power of government, including the  power 
of taxation; the power of r ecruiting its army, and mil itary  bases.

Senator  B iden. I ’m not in disagreement with that.  I ’m wondering, 
what happens now.

Mr. Houser. I ’m saying in answer to tha t tha t Zaire has had a 
tremendous stake in the FNL A, and because o f that  fact there is no 
question about the fact tha t Pres iden t Mobutu would be unhappy to 
see the United  States pull out;  if tha t is a direct answer to your 
question.

Senator  Biden. That is half an answer.
Mr. H ouser. I put Zambia in a different category because it has no 

stake in a thing of this sort at all.

M OBU TU  U N H A P P IN E S S  AT  U .S . NONACTI ON

Senator B iden. I  think  we would agree with the adminis tration at 
least to the degree to which that  unhappiness would manifest itself, 
it might have some impact on the Uni ted States.

Now, when you say tha t Mobutu would be unhappy, what does tha t 
mean, what do you foresee? We all project. I have been free in my 
projections on little basis of contact with Angola. I tell everybody 
what I think is going to happen. And you, I think, are telling us here 
what is going to happen and what should be done. Now I'm asking you 
what is going to happen in Zaire, and you say Mobutu will be un
happy, obviously. Unhappy w hat way? W hat do you see coming as a 
consequence ?

Mr. Houser. I  think there is something like $750 million tha t the 
United States, through various corporate investments, has in Zaire; 
I doubt t ha t they are in jeopardy. So. I don’t t hink  that ’s an issue.

I feel tha t Zaire will adjust to a new situation existing in Angola, 
and as Larry  Henderson points out, tha t process is already beginning.

EV ID ENCE T H A T  M OBU TU  W IL E  CO ME  UNDER SOVIE T IN F L U E N C E

Senator  Biden. The admin istration has indicated tha t one o f the 
reasons why we should be very concerned about the MPLA faction 
tota lly dominat ing Angola with the help of the Soviets is that it would 
send other signals—and correct me if I ’m wrong. I have difficulty 
understanding what they are saying—that Zaire will realize tha t there 
is no sense in resistance because the ir friend, the United  States of 
America did not help them. Mobutu is going down the tube, so he 
decides to confiscate all American investment there. He would come 
under the aegis o f a sphere of influence o f the Soviet Union because 
he. sees no real reason, or possibility of resistance. Zambia will follow 
suit, and the next thin g we know it ’s the old domino theory tha t we
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have all  of  South  A fr ic a come un de r t he  dir ec t sph ere  of influence of  
the Sovie t Un ion  an d bo uncin g on the end  of  a st ring  l ike  a pu pp et.

You know wha t ha pp en ed  in An go la,  no t only will the M PL A be 
do minan t, which  in fact  seems  t o be the case, bu t it  wil l he a pu pp et  
of  Moscow. Moscow will p ick u p t he  phone  and  say , O K,  now inter fe re  
with  the sh ipping  lanes , or  do th is  or whateve r.

Th e whole ra tio na le  is th a t the M PL A doesn’t m ake  any difference.  
Th e Sovie t Un ion wi ll contr ol An go la,  and th a t wi ll hav e bad 
implications.

Is  th ere any  m erit to th e argu men t m ade  by the  a dm in ist ra tio n th at 
once Mo butu sees the ca rds on the tab le,  whi ch the Reverend  an d I  
wou ld sug ges t he in fact  does now, th at his  n ex t play  of  h and would  
be. All righ t, Sov iet Un ion, Am erica  has aba ndoned me. Th e FN LA  
is dow n the tube . I see no sense in resis tin g you any longer . You  can  
be dom ina nt  in m y co un try .

Is  t ha t the scen ario  ? I  pr os tit ut ed  it  a  b it,  b ut  I  t hi nk  th at  is  essen
tial ly  the ar gume nt.  Do  you see any  mer it to  th at  arg um en t ?

Air. I I ouser. N ot much. For one th ing,  if  one is loo kin g at  outside 
influence  from the Comm unist  wo rld  in  Zai re, it  is no t the Sovie t 
Un ion , it  wou ld be Chin a.

Se na tor B iden. Bu t Chin a p ull ed  ou t of  Ang ola ------
Mr. I I ouser. But  no t ou t of  Zaire , if  you  are  ta lk in g abo ut Zai re.
Se na tor B iden . I un de rs tand  that .
Mr. I I ouser. And  you  were ta lk in g abo ut a dom ino the ory th at 

would  have  Za ire  dec idi ng  to become a------
Se na tor B iden . Thr ow  in  with  the  Sov iets .
Mr . I I ouser. Yes. An d wha t I ’m sa ying  is, you wou ld hav e t o hav e 

a dif fer ent kind  of dev elopment  en tir ely  because it wou ld no t be the 
Sovie t Un ion  t hat  w ould be the fron trun ne r in th at sit ua tio n if  the re  
was to be  an al te rnat ive to  th e U .S.  in fluence; i t wou ld be C hin a, at  the  
presen t time . An d I  do n’t th in k pu pp ets  are  made th at way, any way.

Se na tor B iden . T ha t’s re all y the essence of it. Pr ofes so r Marcum, I  
have  a whole bun ch of  ques tions. I  wou ld like  to  sub mit some in 
writ ing.  I' m  taki ng  too much  time .

Mr. Marcum. I  would  like to  ge t int o th at  que stio n in ju st  a lit tle  
bi t d iffere nt wa y.

Se na tor  B iden . You are  a profe sso r.
Mr . Marcum. Accep tin g wh at Lar ry  H enderso n said abo ut the  lack  

of  cre dib ili ty,  abou t the cr ippled  na tu re  of  Am eri ca ’s, posit ion  in 
th is—a mess has been  cre ate d and un fo rtu na te ly  we did  no th ing to  
prev en t i t fr om  bein g mad e.

Now, i t is h ar d to ge t out , and a lot of  peop le may get  h ur t, th at is 
ve ry  true. I t seems to  m e t hat  may be the las t question I  p ut , whi ch is 
pe rh ap s ha rd er  to  answ er th an  his tor ica l questions, could  be pos ted  
ag ain at th is  po int, w ith ou t a ny gua rantee  that  a ct ing on  it  wou ld h elp  
wi thou t even tr y in g  to be optim ist ic abo ut i t.

It  seems t o me th at th er e might  be reason, nonethe less , to  t ry  to  ta lk  
to  th e people of  the  M PL A who hav e ind ica ted , in ta lk ing to vis ito rs 
to  L ua nd a t hat the y are i nte res ted  in con tact . T o t al k with the  M PL A, 
and see i f th er e i s an y possibil ity  t hat there woi dd be an area of  com
mon agreem ent . To  see if  we might  possibly mitiga te  the da ng er  of  
re ta lia tio n ag ains t Zambia, fo r example, wh ich  has  gen uine fears 
abou t S ovie t a nd  C uban  power .
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Perhaps we might he able to have a marginal influence at this  point 
in encouraging a more generous a ttitude, i f not toward the top leader
ship, at least toward junior members of other  political groups. One 
migh t a rgue to the MPL A that it is not in their  interest to remain a 
minor ity government; that they should reach out and bring in repre
sentatives, genuine representatives of other  ethnic or regional com
munities, to  see their role in the longer term, to value the importance 
of genuine independence. At least to offer them an al ternat ive to being 
more and  more dependent upon, and thus  the creature  of Soviet and 
Cuban involvement.

They might  not respond positively. On the 6ther hand, I find it in
terest ing tha t they have said that  they would still like to ta lk to Gulf  
Oil. I would have predicted earl ier that  the MPLA "would already 
have brought in someone else to run these fields. They have not.

So, I  want  to  raise the question, is there something that  one could 
explore with the MPLA and perhaps save others from fur the r dam
age and mitigate antagonisms while working with African s tates? As 
we have all said, the Uni ted States should think in African  terms not 
just  think about the Soviets.

Senator B iden. I think  th at ’s a very impor tant point. T think  those 
of us in the Congress who have been strongly opposed to the action, 
or nonaction that we have taken with regard to Angola have to rec
ognize what I think, and you just said. Professor, that there is at 
least some legitimate reason fo r concern on the part  of Zambia. I t may 
not be the degree of concern of Soviet- and Cuban-forced domination 
tha t they may think  it is, but yet, it is something th at cannot be totally 
discounted.

Let me say parenthetically, I facetiously stated in one of the brie f
ings—and I ’m not revealing anyth ing, tha t is all public now—I think 
Senator Clark may recall, they were telling  us how many weapons 
and tanks were supplied to the MPLA by the Soviets. We said a t th at 
time, “isn’t  i t about time that we back a winner in some of these con
flicts.” We were told we had to back the Soviet opposition. I said, 
“Wouldn't it lx* smarter  i f we found out how many guns the Soviets 
had given the MPLA. and then give the MPLA twice as many guns.

I didn’t  really mean that,  bu t it s tart led the fellow who was giving  
us the briefing. To get to the point tha t you raised here, just because 
the Soviets had a considerable influence on the MPL A is no reason 
why we have to go through the Soviet Union, it seems to me, to at least 
initiate attempts to have dialogs with the MPLA directly. I would 
hope we can do that. I'm not at all confident th at will occur, but it 
seems to me it would make sense if we did.

I am growing concerned what the immediate fallout of  our actions, 
or nonactions will be in Zambia and Zaire, I don’t thin k that can be 
taken lightly.

I asked too many questions, and I  have to go to another  meeting. But,  
if I  may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit about four questions.

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF REVEREND HENDERSON'S MISSION

Reverend, one final question, what part of Angola did you spend 
most of your time in, geographically ?

Mr. Henderson. If  that ’s not a rhetorical question. I ’m amazed I 
have hidden it so well. I  was in Central Angola most of the time, and 
consequently have most of my contacts in UN ITA  country.
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Senator Bidex. That’s what I thought, I just wanted to be sure.- 
Thank you.

LIB ERATION  LEADERS EDU CAT ION IN  MISSION SCHOOLS

Senator Clark. Thank you very much, Senator Biden.
I was interested in your last question because it is an interesting fact 

tha t all three of the liberation leaders in Angola went to school in 
mission schools. I remember very well as I  visited Angola in August 
asking them, pa rticu larly  Dr. Neto, whether he thought his education 
in school had something to do with his basic views. I didn’t  get a very 
specific answer to th at, b ut i t’s an interes ting point that  all three were 
actually educated in mission schools. I think tha t Bishop Dodge in 
Missouri has actually t aught, or a t least was in direct  contact with all 
three when they were students in mission schools. Am I right , or 
wrong ?

Mr. Houser. I don’t thin k so.
Senator Clark. You want to comment on that ?
Mr. Henderson. Well, as a missionary, I would like to  take credit, 

but I think  it  should be put into the record that during the period 
when these men were studying, it was the policy of the Portuguese 
Government to provide educational facilities for Portuguese or as
similated Africans; and the education for Africans was in the hands 
of the missions, predominantly Catholic. So, these three men studied 
in mission schools because th at  was the only way they could study.

Senator Clark. I f they wanted to go to school, tha t was the only 
possibility.

Mr. H enderson. Now, it is interesting, and we found it very signif
icant, th at  they all three went to  pro testan t mission schools; but th at’s 
another issue.

Senator Clark. Well, gentlemen, let’s not get into that.
Mr. H ouser. Senator, i t might  also be interesting, and Larrv Hend

erson can speak in more detail about this but they came from three 
different areas.

Senator Clark. Yes.
Mr. Houser. Koberto from the Baptis t, the  British  Bapt ist area in 

the nor th;  Xeto from the Methodist  area in Luanda, and Savimbi, 
from the United Church of Christ and the  United Church of Canada 
area a little  fur ther  to the south. That’s why I would doubt tha t 
Bishop Dodge—his main contact was with Xeto.

Senator Clark. Yes. he is Methodist.
I have several questions, and because I would like to cover several 

areas. I ’m going to ask you to  make your answers as brief  as you can. 
I don’t want to cut you off. but I ’d like to cover as many areas as we 
can in the  time that  remains. I have about 45 minutes more, and I 
don’t know’ if all three of you can stay  tha t long, can you ?

I thin k I'm  going to ask these questions specifically of people, and 
then, if others want to comment very briefly because there is particu lar 
disagreement, I  wish you would do so.

WILL MP LA ALLOW’ SOVIET AIR , NAVA L BASES?

Mr. Marcum, it was my impression from ta lking to Agost inho Xeto 
tha t the  MPLA w’ants Angola—he said that  over and over again and 
Mr. Houser ’s testimony emphasized tha t in several respects—and they



150

want to  have good relations  with the  United  States. Now, if an MPLA 
government comes to power in Angola, do you think  they will iden tify 
with the Soviet Union and allow the Soviet Union to  dictate foreign  
policy; specifically, what  do you th ink of the  chances that  the M PLA 
will allow the Soviet Union to establish a ir and naval bases in Angola ?

Mr. Marcum. Well, I ’ll t ry  a prediction on that . I don’t t hink  i t is 
very likely to allow such bases. On the other  hand, this  is going to be 
par tly  determined by what happens from here on. This is precisely 
why I think we ought to take some in itiative,  to  establish some kind 
of discussions with them at this juncture, and not push them, as they 
themselves have suggested we might into a kind of Cuban reaction, 
push them out so far t ha t they will a rgue they will have to have the 
Soviets to protec t them from various kinds of threa ts along their  
borders, South African mercenaries, and the like.

I can’t be sure, b ut I don't  see why we shouldn’t take thei r word, 
the ir constitution, if you will, at face value at the present. The 
Mozambicans who came to power with very much the same kind of 
support have not allowed the  Soviets to establish bases. There would 
be certain costs incurred by the Soviets if they tried to do that ; 
western milita ry reaction is not the only kind of cost. So, I would be 
reasonably hopeful t ha t they  would not.

I suppose there is one problem here, and tha t is, w hat is a base? 
Is i t allowing people to use facilities, or to create pe rmanent facilities? 
The matte r is a bit difficult, sometimes, to define. But I would think 
there is a good chance at  least tha t the M PLA government would not 
allow permanent  facilities, would not get itself linked up in any major 
way.

Senator Clark. Par ticu lar ly if we are able to move in some way in 
the present and in th e futu re to prevent tha t from happening.

Mr. Marcum. One of the worst things I think could happen would 
be a prolonged period of insurgency, guerr illa warfare,  along with the 
phenomenon of continued activity  by mercenaries of all descriptions. 
If  such forces remain in action for a long period of time, I th ink tha t 
will really increase the danger  that those who are backing the MPLA  
now will stay longer and in greater force, may need permanent facili
ties. and will be able to invoke—in thei r own in terest, if you will— 
will invoke this kind of external threat.

Senator Clark. Perha ps the same could be said for the South A fri 
cans, but I will come back to tha t question later.

U .s . RELATION’S W IT H  FUTU RE  ANGOLAN’ GOV ERNMEN T

Mr. Henderson, if the United States wants good relations with the 
future government of Angola, whoever tha t may be, the MPLA, or 
a coalition, what do you thin k our policies should be from this point 
on ; what should we do at this point, in your view ?

Mr. H enderson. Well, I  suppose the answer depends on one’s analy
sis of what is happening at  the moment and will happen in the next 
weeks. I ’m assuming t ha t the MPLA, the Government at Luanda is 
at the moment able to take military control, substantially , of the whole 
coun try; and tha t the number of countries recognizing Angola will 
be increasing as the mil itary situation develops. And so, I would agree 
with what John Marcum has been saying, tha t initiatives should be
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taken in the direction of establishing some sor t of relations—I ’m not 
talk ing about diplomatic relations—with the government in Luanda.

I have to say, not because it is perhaps important to anybody else 
but myself, that I st ill have this ambivalent feeling within myself tha t 
by strengthening the government  in Luanda many of the people in 
central Angola will be going through a pa rticu lar crisis ; and I might 
just back up a moment to say that  one factor which I  don' t see men
tioned too often in  depth—and I don’t think we have mentioned it  too 
much here—is the question of fear as to why the movements have 
eithe r invited or accepted intervention from outside. I  th ink each one 
of the movements, the leaders of the movements, have a t various times 
been very much afra id tha t his movement is going to be eliminated, 
and that  is not a politica l process, that is a very personal process as 
far  as these people are concerned.

I feel sure th at it was a very important factor  in U NIT A accepting 
South A frican help to the degree that it accepted it, and is now accept
ing mercenaries because these people spread all along the Benguela 
Railway and now active in the government established by UN ITA  feel 
tha t as soon as their  resistance ends, they are dead; and that ’s no t a 
liter ary expression.

Senator Clark. Yes.
Mr. Henderson. And consequently, I think tha t th is—I personally 

am torn  by this all the time. I  agree with Joh n on the  political side 
tha t we should be opening new relationships with the government in 
Luanda; but  I know people—and most of them are my closest friends— 
who are convinced, rig ht or wrong, tha t as soon as that happens, the 
MPLA taking over physically in Angola, they will be immediately 
liquidated.

Senator Clark. Tha t there will be an enormous blood bath.
Mr. Henderson. I don’t think tha t it will be an enormous blood 

bath, but at least the top leaders because the  radio in Luanda, which 
is tho main radio in all of Angola now, keeps naming these people all 
over central Angola, saying, “Tra itor , Valentine Lobita—so-and-so 
and somebody else—will be the first ones eliminated.”

Senator  Clark. T see.
Mr. Henderson. It  doesn’t take too much imagination to begin to 

draw a scenario.
Mr. Marcum. I don't dispute that. It  would, on the other hand reen

force my feeling  that we ought to ta lk. It  seems to me military reality 
that, the M PLA  is going to win. We don’t help people by not talking, 
not. tryin g to persuade and encourage a certain humanitarian attitude 
in the MPLA . We simply make them more furious. And perhaps we 
might somehow be able to mitigate that kind of reta liatory action. 
We ought to argue for it strongly,  and we ought to make that  our 
major public position. If  there is a blood bath, tha t would have to 
affect how we respond. We could not in any sense condone it.

U. S.  POLICY TOWARD ZAIRE,  ZA MBIA ; DANGER OF INSU RG EN CY

Senator  Clark. Mr. Houser, the  adminis tration  representa tives and 
some others have expressed concern tha t Angola, under the MPLA 
government would serve as a base for insurgency again st Zambia and 
again st Zaire and others. Do you accept tha t idea, and second, w hat
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do you  th in k the  Un ite d St ates  pol icy towa rds Zaire  and Zam bia 
sho uld  be? Sho uld  we p rovid e them gr ea te r economic assis tance,  m ili
ta ry  ass istance , or less? W ha t sho uld  our poli cy be, and wh at are the  
chances Angola will be used  as a base of  insurg enc y again st Ka un da  
an d Mo butu ?

Mr. H ouser. I'm  no t sure I ’m going  to  answer your  question 
di rectl y,  fir st, bu t I 'm  g oin g to  say it seems t o me the  chances of  g reat 
est  in surgen cy are  no t a ga in st  Za ire  and  Zambia , b ut  a ga inst Nam ibia .

Se na tor Clark. Tha t's  my ne xt  question .
Mr. H ouser. Al l rig ht . Th en  I  sh ou ldn ’t dea l w ith  th at . B ut  I  re all y 

th in k th at  i s where  t he  issue is. I  would th in k th at , on the assumptio n 
th at  we are  d eal ing  w ith  an M PL A govern me nt, we have to remember 
th at  fo r many yea rs the  M PL A ha d its majo r base in Zam bia.  I was 
there many, m any  times f rom 1964, when Zam bia became indepe ndent , 
un til  las t November, Novem ber  o f 1975. A ft er  Zambian inde pendence, 
an d af te r the  M PL A ope ned  up  wh at it call ed its  “Se cond Fro n t’’ in 
Ca bin da  i n 1964, it  m oved  t o Wester n Zam bia,  and  fro m 1966 on th is  
became its  “T hi rd  F ro nt,” alt ho ug h it  ma intai ned an  office in Bra z
zav ille  as  a base fo r its  opera tio ns  in Cabinda.  It s ma in base, in te r
na tio na lly , was in Luska . a t the lib era tio n head qu ar ter s, supp orted  
bv the Gover nment  o f Za mbia ; and its  ma in medical and edu cat ion al 
insta lla tio ns  were on the wes tern  bo rder of  Zam bia , righ t next to 
An go lia , an d in  eas ter n A ngola ; tha t was M PL A’s th ir d  fro nt .

Dur in g th at  period  o f time U N IT A  was bann ed,  i t h ad  been banned 
fro m Zam bia  fro m 1968 onwa rd because U N IT A  ha d att ack ed the  
Benguela Rai lro ad ; an d th e FN LA nev er rea lly  ha d a headqu art ers 
in Zam bia.  So, the one movement th at  was supp or ted by Zam bia was 
th e MPL A.

Now,  I don’t th in k th at  all of  th is is goi ng to be forgot ten  by the  
M PL A. Bu t, qui te ap ar t fro m th at , I believe t hat the  M PL A lea de r
sh ip are  very  prac tic al  in the  way  they  ap pro ach these prob lems. It  
wi ll be to  thei r benefit to  have good  re lat ion s w ith  Zambia, a nd  to coop
erate  as fa r as the  Be nguel a Ra ilroad is concerned. I f  nothing  else, i t 
cou ld fa ll in the same ca teg ory —and th is  ma y n ot be a good analog y— 
as the fac t th at  South  Afr ica has  a wo rking  rel ati on sh ip wi th the 
Mozambique  Gover nment  in using t he po rt  o f Lou renco-Marques and 
also  the fac ilit ies  of  th e Cabora-Bassa  Da m;  th is  rel ati onsh ip is no t 
be ing  jeopardized by th e ideo logical diffe rences betw een the South  
Afr ican  Governm ent  a nd  the Mo zambiqu e Gov ernment.

So, I would say  th at as fa r as Zam bia and  an M PL A gov ern me nt 
in Angola is concerned, I  would th in k th at  the y wou ld develop a g ood 
wo rking  re la tio nship  once the y get  th roug h a difficult period.

Se na tor Clark. You ce rta in ly  wou ld not see it  as a base  o f insu r
gen cy a ga inst th e Zam bian G overnm ent .

Mr.  H ouser. No t fro m Ango la. Bu t if  there  were some an ti- Kau nd a 
forc es in Zam bia  th a t wa nte d to  make incurs ions across  the borde r, 
th at  migh t be some thing  else again . All I wou ld say at  th is  po int is 
th at  eas tern An gola is not the  best  po int fro m which  to  do th at sort 
of  t hin g.

Se na tor  Clark. And  what about Zaire , in th a t respect,  do you  see 
a poss ible—

Mr. H ouser. I  would  say  it  is more likely , the bi tte rness th a t the 
M PL A feels towa rd  Z air e is go ing  to be dif ferent , again  because they
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have taken a p retty bad beating, they were thrown out of Zaire way 
back in 1964. They tried and tried to develop some kind of united 
fron t with Roberto, and Roberto was against t hem; he was backed by 
the Zaire Government. So, there wouldn’t be a great deal o f love lost, 
I think—from past experience—between the MPLA and the present 
leadership of the Zaire Government.

The other factor  is t ha t you have anti-Mobutu elements who have 
been over a period of time, not just now, in Angola. This is not some
thing new. I t’s a long border, too.

Senator  Clark. Y ou are speaking of people of Katanga?
Mr. Houser. Yes; righ t. So, there would be more possibility, let’s 

say, and also the natu re of the area, it ’s much more populated along 
the Zaire-Angola border, it ’s a long border , than is true  of Zambia.

Senator Clark. Do you th ink there is a fa irly good chance that  the 
MPLA and the Soviets would turn  the Katanga  forces loose ?

Mr. Houser. My feeling would be against  it, I would sav tha t the 
MP LA would not be looking for any foreign adventures; they will 
have enough difficulty, over a long period of time, trying to maintain  
a government with some of the built-in  problems that  exist, and are 
probably going to exist for some period of time. I  would say th at they 
would not be looking for border problems, or problems with thei r 
neighbors. I would think they would t ry to come to terms if Mobutu 
were prepared to come to terms with them. I think  they would seek it, 
they would be happy for it;  for one thing, i t would perhaps lessen the 
fear t ha t an MPLA government is likely to have about the security of  
the oil in Cabinda.

Senator Clark. Let me ask you the la tter  par t of the question, again. 
Very briefly, what should our policy be toward Zambia and Zaire? 
We now have before the Congress a request fo r some $80 million in aid 
to Zaire, $15 million of which is military, the rest economic. There is 
no proposal before us with regard  to Zambia. Wha t should our policy 
be, should we increase economic and mili tary  aid, or not?

Mr. H ouser. I would hope we are assuming t hat  built into any aid 
tha t migh t go to Zaire there would be the provision tha t this should 
not be used for Angola.

Senator Clark. T hat  would be illegal now, under the Fore ign As
sistance Act.

Mr. H ouser. Well, I think that the United States  should look at 
what the specific request is for, as fa r as Zaire is concerned.

Senator Clark. Have you looked at the one th at is pending now ?
Mr. Houser. I haven’t really studied it, no.
Senator Clark. H ow about Zambia?
Mr. Houser. I  would hope tha t the United States  would do all it 

could to help Zambia out of a c rushing situation which t ha t country 
has been wrestling with  for all the years of the struggle in Rhodesia, 
and all tha t Zambia has done over the years to support the liberation 
movements tha t have been based on Zambian soil ; and all tha t Zambia 
has suffered, with the copper t ha t it  has not been able to get out either  
through Rhodesia or Mozambique, or Angola. I thin k we ought to 
look with grea ter sympathy to get the Tanzam Railway operating . 
Both Tanzania and Zambia originally hoped that  they  would get 
asssitance to build tha t railroad from the U nited States  and Western 
countries, and that was not done.
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Senator Clark. I ’m not just saying this for the record, but this 
subcommittee has worked very hard  to try to get assistance for Zambia. 
We fe lt, at the time the Zaire request came in, there  ought to be some 
kind of assistance for Zambia for the same reasons. They have a real 
problem with copper prices, a real problem in terms of exports or 
imports because of their inabi lity to use the Tanzam Railroad to any 
exten t; there are difficulties with Rhodesia, and so forth.

We have been totally unsuccessful so far  because the administration 
has opposed assistance to Zambia, which seems ironic in view of the 
fact  tha t we have talked about our milita ry assistance to assist Kaunda. 
It  seems to me we could do very well to assist him by suppo rting assis t
ance that  he very badly needs at this point.

FUTURE  U.S.  POLICY TOWARD SOUTHERN- AFRICA LIBERATION MOVEMENTS

Air. Marcum, the administration and its representatives have ex
pressed concern that  Angola could be used as a base for those who seek 
mili tary  solutions to problems of Namibia and South Africa, and th at 
the Soviet Union sometimes provided assistance to  liberation move
ments where the United States  has, as you said in your testimony, 
pursued a policy of pre tty  much noncommunication with these 
movements.

What do you think  future  U.S. policy should be toward the  southern 
Afri ca liberation movements, and what can we do to avoid in fact 
another Angola ; tha t is, a conflict where the Soviet Union suppor ts 
one government and the United States  another ?

Air. AIarcum. I think we can leam some lessons from what happened 
in Angola and apply them very well to subsequent cases; take Angola 
as an opening phase of a much broader set of problems, all of which 
are rela ted to the same issue, fundamentally, and tha t is minority white 
rule. There is every reason to accept that . The official explanation 
for South African intervention in Angola was to get at SWAPO. 
The South African ambassador to the  United  S tates announced that. 
They tried  to wipe out SWAPO. In  fact, such action is unlikely to 
wipe out a nationa list movement. I t may have set SWAPO back in 
terms of mi litary  action. But the  only way to really get at  the South- 
West African situation is to have the South African Government 
gra nt genuine political part icipation to Africans and come to terms 
with representat ive African movements. Pretoria  must do what it is 
pressuring Ian Smith to do or face what I think  are inevitable conse
quences ; namely, protracted mil itary  conflict.

We can do certain things. We are not going to determine the course 
of history. But we can be quite  clear about our stand. B e can bring 
all our influence to bear for all-due-speed progress at the Windhoek 
constitutional discussions and for bring ing SWAPO as well as other 
movements into those discussions. Tha t does not exclude recognizing 
the fact tha t SWAPO probably  has more support in the country than 
any o ther movement.

And in the case of Rhodesia, before it ’s too late and completely 
irrelevant, we might repeal the Byrd amendment. The fact is, the 
United States may see itself acting only afte r the event. Right  now 
things seem calm, but, as Air. Houser pointed out, guerr illas are train 
ing, they are gathering in neighboring areas. If  the current Nkomo-



155

Smith  ta lks break down, there is no question about what will happen; 
there is no question about what the ratios, populations , and forces will 
be; and there is no question about which side the Soviets are going 
to be on.

So, w’e might as well think  about it now instead of a fterward, when 
we are going to be in the same kind of mess as in Angola and able to 
do very little to help anybody.

Again, what we need is a little foresight, a little understanding of 
what the forces of h istory are, an apprecia tion of the  consequences of 
those problems. I t seems to me a difficult and threa tening th ing  to all 
of us, when w’e find ourselves boxed into a kind of anti-Communist 
position and al ined w ith the only o ther power t ha t is going to  be with  
us, South Africa . Given the sorts of racial implications that has for 
the United  S tates, the kind of division, it th reatens a calamity for us 
as a Nation. If  fo r no other reason, we should deal with questions such 
as Rhodesia with  the greatest care.

Senator  Clark. 1 think that is very well put.

UN ITE D STATES /SOUTH  AFRICAN IDENTIF ICATION IM PACT ON 

OTHER AFRIC AN RELATIONS

Mr. Henderson, in your opinion, what has the  impact of our Angola 
policy been in our relations w ith the other Afr ican  states; specifically, 
what has the impac t been of our identification with South Africa, a 
point John Marcum was just talking about? It  is reported in the 
papers today from the Prime Minister of South Afri ca tha t there are 
4,000 South Afri can troops in southern Angola, blocking off an area 
tha t is, I  think, 50 miles wide across the  whole country. What effect 
will finding ourselves on the same side as South Afri ca have on our 
relations with the  rest of Africa ?

Mr. H enderson. Well, I guess I 'll just have to repeat what  I said 
one way in my paper and another way in  my responses. I  t hink tha t 
our African  policy has been so negative up to this point, negative from 
the point  of view of continental interests in Africa, and negative from 
the point of the well-being of the peoples in Africa, th at w hat we have 
done in Angola has been seen by most of Africa simply as a confirma
tion of where we were already.

Senator Clark. I see.
Mr. H enderson. I don’t think tha t what we have done in Angola 

has really changed the image, it has confirmed the image -which we 
have had.

One of the problems which we have, and our allies and friends  
have, is tha t in the kind of society where we can have a h earin g like 
this, it's much more difficult to set policy, change policy, and so forth, 
even, if I may be so bold as to say, even in a country like South Af 
rica—and I abhor the system in South Africa—but a t least there would 
lie a vote of no confidence in thei r parliament. And in the kind of 
society where there are possibilities of hearings, no confidence votes, 
and so fo rth, it is very difficult to turn  policy around suddenly.

So, what has happened in Angola does not represen t on our part  a 
new policy, or any change. It' s sort of like having  a wound, a big 
festering wound, and you pick up par t of the bandage and you see 
that ’s festering under there; that  is p ar t of the -whole feste ring  mess 
in which we are involved.
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Con sequen tly,  I  th in k t ha t wh at we see in Angola is w ha t o ur policy 
ha s been; and wh at we can lea rn,  there fore , is how it appears  to  
Af ric an s because it ap pe ars much more  viv idly to them now. Th ere
fore, we can  go abo ut the  process, which hopeful ly th is  is pa rt  of, of 
chan ging  ou r policy. But  in  a way th at’s kind  of a hope less point  of 
a view because you can’t say , “I f  I ju st do thi s, it ’s go ing  t o change  
th ings  and be all ri gh t” because we know  th a t cha nge  is going to be 
slow in  com ing ; an d we know’ th at  the  th in g we have to change  is a 
whole pers pec tive  on Afr ic an  poli cy, it 's  no t ju st  ou r pol icy tow ard  
Angola,  or  Zam bia,  or  Zai re. I th in k all  of  us have str uc k th at note  
sufficient ly.

Se na tor Clark. Yes;  it  is no t ju st  a que stio n of  p ron ounce d policy. 
I mean , our pronounced policy on South  Afr ica and Rhode sia  is posi 
tive . I t ’s good  on the  whole. An d yet , the question is, are  we pushing  
th at  policy, or are  we p ur su in g the  policy t hat  was ou tlin ed  in pr ivate 
memo ran da—t hat’s the question.

IS  CO AL ITIO N GOVERNM EN T RE ALIS TIC  AT  T H IS  P O IN T ?

Mr. H ouser. The  D ep uty Se cretary of  Defense , Mr. E lls wor th , te st i
fied here yeste rda y as follo ws : “I de al ly , a po liti ca l solution should be 
fou nd fo r Angola in which  all three  of  the  libera tio n gro ups would  
pa rti cipa te  in a governm ent of  na tio na l un ity .” I t is ce rta inly  ha rd  
to qu arr el wi th th at .

My ques tion  is, from  wdiat you know ab out th e l ibe rat ion  movements, 
is th is a rea lis tic  p olicy on Fe br ua ry  4?

Mr. H ouser. I  wyas in A ngola  in Ma rch  of  last year. A s I  ha ve looked 
at  the  year  1975 in ret rospect, as to wh at was happen ing , I  have fel t 
th at  th e per iod  when T was the re,  which w’as th e l at te r part  of  M arch , 
was  t he  end  of wh at I would  call a per iod  of  equ ilib rium. There  was 
a chance. I t  di dn ’t  look like  a good chance, but  it seemed as if  the re 
might  be a chance th at  th e tra ns ition al  governm ent pa tter n would 
work.

Now,  I  ta lked  wi th a lo t of  dif ferent  people whi le I  was  t her e, and 
in eve ry con versat ion  there was  always  th e gr ea t big  questio n mark  
of  w he ther  i t was go ing  to  wo rk ; bu t each movement was stil l ma kin g 
at tempts to  p ut  i ts quota of  tr oo ps  i nto  th e in tegr ated  m ili ta ry , which 
ha d been agr eed  upo n. Th e council of defe nse  was meeting  r egular ly , 
and th e tran si tio na l governm ent was meeting  reg ular ly . They were 
de ali ng  wi th  the inc ide nts  which  were ta ki ng  place, and the y were 
mak ing motion s towa rd  ge tt in g rea dy  fo r elections. No one was qui te 
sure wh ethe r the elec tions wou ld reall y tak e place  in October, as t hey 
plan ne d it ; bu t there was  a fee ling, “O K,  maybe it  won’t work, bu t 
we are  s til l tryi ng .”

Now,  th a t bro ke down at  ju st  abo ut the time I  lef t. There  were  a 
lo t of  dif fer ent inc ide nts  t h a t took place.  As a m at te r of  fac t, I  ha d a 
da te  to  meet the  same evening  I  was lea vin g wi th one of  the  m ini ste rs 
of  th e tra ns ition al  governm ent whom I  saw very brie fly at  his  office. 
He  was  leavin g in a very big rus h, and he said , “I  was ju st sho t at  
hal f an  h ou r ago, I ’ll m eet you in a couple of  ho urs .”

He  showed  u p in a c oup le o f hou rs, and he said , “Th ere  are so ma ny 
th in gs  ha pp en ing  aro und tow n th at  I ca n' t sta y.” I  saw him  fo r 15 
mi nu tes  and he l eft . So, t hi s was th e begin nin g of the b reakdo wn.

Al l I  can  say is th at  ev erything  t hat has happened since  th at  tim e 
wo uld  make it  seemingly impossible to ge t thes e movem ents tog eth er.
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There have been attempts made, Kenyatta of Kenya called a meeting 
at Nakuru in June , and they each agreed tha t they would stop the 
fighting, there would be a cease-fire and they would sta rt operating  
together again. T hat  agreement lasted a few hours, tha t’s a ll ; and the 
fighting continued with  all the results we know.

All 1 can say is that new elements have not entered into the  picture, 
to give one a feeling that you could have another meeting—if there 
was going to be a chance for it, you would think it might have occurred 
at the recent OAU meeting. I personally do no t see a basis for any 
optimism at  all.

MPLA RECOGNITION OF GOVERNMENT OF NATIONAL UN ITY

Senator Clark. Wh at about the possibility, Mr. Houser, that the 
MPLA may feel tha t i f thev are going to have real peace and stabili ty 
in Angola, in all of Angola, tha t there is going to have to be some 
accommodation with these other forces. I t may not be with Roberto, 
but they are certa inly going to have to recognize some kind of coali
tion i f they want to have peace and stabi lity. Do you buy that  idea?

Mr. H ouser. Well, the distinction has been made between the  idea 
of a coalition government and a government of nat ional unity.

Senator Clark. No. I ’m speaking of the la tter.
Mr. H ouser. The lat ter  being a government which is not by pol iti

cal party, but by an individual, you might say. You run into problems 
as soon as you name the individual, however; and theoretically it ’s a 
good idea.

I would say tha t the timing  of it would be terr ibly  important,  and 
I doubt the timing is right , now. I  should say there would have to be 
a very clear stalemate  tha t would have lasted over quite a period of 
time for the realization to take hold in any government tha t exists, 
tha t it had come to  terms with other forces. I don’t think  tha t time 
has a rrived yet. It  will not come as long as there are South Afri can 
troops tha t are occupying a significant portion of the southern pa rt 
of Angola. I don’t think there is any chance of it happen ing during 
tha t time because, fo r one thing, the rest of Africa, there are now 25 
states, and I  imagine there will be more soon that  recognize the MPLA 
government, I don’t think they will stand  for it. I don’t think the OAU 
will stand for it.

So, there have to be some new factors  in the situation, one of which 
is tha t the South Africans have to get out. Tha t would be the most 
important thing that would have to happen before any kind of an 
agreement could be reached. And then, I think, there will be a point 
reached where the government will recognize tha t it must deal with 
what exists in other parts of the country.

OAU CONFERENCE LESSONS

Senator Clark. Thank you. One last question, Mr. Marcum. What 
do you make of the OAU meeting itself? As I  recall, of the 46 s tates 
there were 22 that had already recognized the MPLA when they came 
to the meeting; and there were some 22, I think,  who had not. They 
had certainly not taken a position in favor  of the MPLA. Two, 
Ethiopia and Uganda, I believe, is chairman of the OAU and host 
of the conference in Ethiopia, who really maintained neutrality.  

67 -0 55 — 76------ 11
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Many people were surprised that, given the fact tha t almost hal f 
supported the M PLA,  they were not able to get a resolution through 
recognizing the MPLA, or condemning South Africa. Wha t lessons 
are to  be learned from the conference? I  mean, what did it really tell 
us in terms of unders tanding tha t situation now ?

Mr. Marcum. I  think  t ha t one of the most significant things  about 
the meeting was its d isplay of a kind of self-protection, if you will, a 
desire to save and preserve a certain  degree of Afr ican unity. The cost 
for going one way or another might  have been the breakup of the 
organization. So, people didn’t press that point.

You will recall before the  meeting tha t the President of Guinea- 
Conakry indicated tha t if it didn’t go for recognition of the MPLA. 
he might pull out of the organization . That  did not happen. Though 
the organization did not solve the situation, it wasn’t destroyed.

Second, I  suppose it was quite clear to those supporting the 
MPL A position—and there was a lot of Cuban lobbying going on, 
too—that they would probably win militar ily anyway. So, they d idn’t 
need to get thei r victory via diplomatic action. They could get it the 
other way.

Thirdly, it seems to me that the meeting reflected exactly the kind 
of divisiveness, the kind of frac turing impact tha t South Africa’s in 
tervention had brought about. As I think  I mentioned earlier, there 
very likely would have been an African  consensus against Soviet and 
Cuban involvement, even bv those who were friends of the MPLA but 
who fe lt t hat  the  magnitude , the dimensions of Soviet and Cuban in
volvement were not justifiable. But  South African intervention 
changed this. Unde rlying matters is South Afr ica’s denial of the 
humanity of black people, that is denial to them of any participation 
in the central organs of government. When it came in. South Africa 
immediately split  the organization. There were those th at felt, none
theless, that  they would have to support the FN LA and UNITA. They 
were embarrassed. They were in a very difficult situation. They were, as 
Larry  Henderson suggested, desperately looking for ways to save 
themselves, to make any alliances. Though they may have wished to 
hide it from themselves, it was clear what an impact the South African 
alliance had upon self-respect, as well as diplomacy.

So, when South Afri ca intervened, African unity  became almost 
impossible to achieve, or to make functional. There was a grea t deal 
of quarrel ing, African leaders weren’t sure what to do and they re
treated, i f you will, hoping th at at another date  they might be able to 
once again have some kind of collective impact. It  is really testimony 
to the durability  of Afr ica’s regional association, put ting  tha t as a 
prior ity. But it  also reflects weak functional aspects of that  association 
at the same time—its vulnerability to external manipulations.

Senator Clark. Tha nk you very much. I think your papers and your 
responses are certainly helpful to thi s committee.

It  seems to me you have s tudied the subject very carefully, and th is 
is very useful fo r us.

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL UN ITY

Mr. Henderson. Senator,  I  would like to say one word on nat ional 
unity.

Senator Clark. Yes.
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Air. H enderson. I  believe  th a t even mo re im po rtan t th an  th e ques
tion of governm ent na tio na l un ity  in  L ua nd a is the way  in wh ich  t he  
Lu an da  governm ent, the M PL A  governm ent, wo rks  in  the va rio us  
regions. I f  they  are able  to  incorporate  wi thin th e reg iona l go ve rn
ment organiza tio ns  people who hav e some res pect fro m th e po pu la 
tion o f th e r egion, th er e w ill be a m ore effective  kind o f go ve rnmen t na
tio nal u ni ty  th an  s im ply  hav ing th ese  people  s it in Lua nd a who be for e 
the  pre ss can ap pe ar  to r epres en t th e people .

Sena tor  Clark. Some  ki nd  of  a fede ra tio n ?
Mr. H enderson. No, n ot  nec essa rily . B ut  fo r i nsta nce , w hen they  a p

po int the  government, people in  Huam bo, or  B ie, or  wherever , if  the y 
are  able  t o inco rporate  p eople fro m t hat  are a who enjoy some respec t 
on the  p ar t of  the  peop le of  th at area  because, I  thi nk  i t i s s til l t rue,  as 
fa r as most of  the peop le in An go la are  concerned, they  real ly do n’t 
care too much wha t goes on in Lu anda . I  w ou ldn't  im ply th at it  is  th e 
same  in th is  co un try , bu t in An go la they  do n’t care too  much abou t 
what goes on in t he  ca pi tal , they care wh at goes on in th ei r own  c ity  o r 
county.

Se na tor Clark. I  u nd ersta nd  tha t.
Ag ain , th an k y ou very much.
Le t me say, the se he ar ings  w ill resume at  10 o'clock  F riday  m orning  

in room 5110. W e are go ing  to  ’be h ea rin g fro m Bishop Ra lph Dod ge, 
who was a bis hop in  the So uth Afr ican  reg ion  of  the Meth od ist  
C hu rc h; a nd  we w ill he ar  fr om  A ss ist an t S ec retar y Bi ll Schaufe le a nd  
the fo rm er  A ct in g De pu ty A ss ist an t Secre tar y, Mr . M ulcahy . We wil l 
pu t some of  the questio ns we have  tal ked abou t here toda y to the se 
gen tlem en.

Th an k you  very much fo r coming,  and  th e h ea rin g is adjo urne d.
[W hereu pon, a t 4:25 p.m.,  the subcom mit tee  ad jou rned , to  rec on

vene a t 10 a.m ., F ri day , F eb ru ar y 6,1976.]
R espo ns es  to Senator B id en ’s Additional  Que st ions  for th e  R ecord

Question 1. Do you have specific recommendations as to how U.S. policies can 
shift, even at this late  date, from their fixation on Angola as a U.S.-Soviet prob
lem to Angola as an African problem?
Question 2. Even if U.S. policies do sh ift toward more of an “African policy,” 

the “other” U.S. policies—i.e., Gulf Oil, other corporations—will not, and will in 
any event continue to he seen by Africans to be p art  of U.S. policy. Specifically, 
how can the Congress get a better handle on such corporate entities?
Question 3. Angola is not Vietnam, yet there are disturbing similarit ies: (a)  

the problem cast in U.S.-Communism terms ; (b) U.S. official ignorance of the 
local situation,  and of the degree to which that  local situation will be determ ina
tive; (c) reserva tions down the line, within the U.S. Government, are  overriden 
by top U.S. policymakers; (d) the p articula r U.S. clients are the less able. Ques
tion:  Is this not a fa ir assessment? Are there other lessons to be learned from 
our Vietnam experience which may—even now, at  this later date—help us in 
Africa ?
Question 4. Do you subscribe to the view tha t the MPLA by-and-large con

tains much more of Angola’s trained administra tive and technical people than 
do the o ther two competing groups ? Please spell out.
Question 5. What do we know about present fact ions within the MPLA?
Question 6. In the event the MPLA were to win a more-or-less “victory” over 

most of Angola in coming weeks, what  would you anticipate would be the attitudes  
and actions of the various principal leading elements within the MPLA toward 
the USSR? Toward any Soviet major efforts to extract a price—in commitments, 
base rights, etc.—from the MPLA?
Question 7. In the event the MPLA were to win . . . (as in No. 6 above), wha t 

would be the likely reactions with MPLA leadership to expressed U.S. interes t in 
recognizing the MPLA?
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Question  8. The re are  some repo rts now of behind-the-scenes informal talk s 
among the  thre e facto rs, looking forward to a possible coalit ion of elements, 
headed by the MPLA. Can you confirm such rep ort s? If  such talks do take  place, 
what do you feel will be the ir likely outcom e? Is there a gener ally sha red  wish 
for nat ion al unity  among the thr ee leadership groups—even u nde r MPLA lead er
ship ?

Question  9. Do you ant icipat e th at  the  USSR will make any more last ing  and 
signif icant inro ads in the life of Angola tha n it has  in Egypt or Somalia?  Why?

R esponse of Lawrence W. H enderson to Additional Quest ion s Submitted by 
Senator Biden

I will not respond to ques tions  1, 2, and 3 since I believe th at  eith er in my 
sta tem ent  or in the oral  ques tions  and  answ ers I gave as much infor mation or 
as valid opinions as I have  at  thi s time. However I would like to make some com
ments on or answ er some of the other questions .

Answer 4. Regar ding tra ine d adm inistrative or technical people in the com
petin g polit ical groups. I would not  agree  th at  MPLA contains  “much more” 
of Angola’s trai ned  admi nis tra tiv e and technical people. I am not  awa re of any 
studies th at  have been made upon which one could base a reliab le conclusion on 
this matter . From my exper ience  in Angola I would say th at  we could usefully  
divide available tra ine d perso nnel into  thre e cat egori es: Fi rs t and  larg est would 
be the  mino r func tion arie s who have worked in government  bureaus, banks  or 
other offices in the pri vat e sector . Second, persons with a univ ersi ty or othe r 
high er techn ical tra ining who have  excellent academic tra ining but  may or may 
not have  had practic al exper ience  with in Angola. T hird , men with  leade rship  ex
perience in the Portuges e Army. And fourth,  oth er persons who have had some 
lead ersh ip experience or have  dem onst rated lead ersh ip capacity who do not fall  
within  one of the other two catego ries.

Since most of the  larg e gove rnme nt offices were in Lua nda  and MPLA has  its 
main  streng th ther e it is probably safe  to say th at  MPLA does have a larger  
number of persons with considerable experience in government  offices at  the 
lower  func tion ary  level. At lea st it  would be tru e th at  there would be more 
people with  ten or twen ty years of experience since Afric ans entered the lower 
echelons  of the government bur eaucrac ies much ear lier in Luan da tha n they did 
in the  oth er pa rts  of Angola. In  the  second category MPLA probably  has some 
adv antage  s ince more people f rom  the Lua nda  a rea  in the  secondary schools were 
able to go on to univ ersi ty tha n in oth er area s. However, in the  las t few years a 
considerable numbe r of FNLA and  UNITA people have completed univ ersit y out
side of Angola and an increasi ng numbe r were atte ndi ng the  various university 
fac ult ies  spread around within  Angola. In the  third  catego ry I would thin k th at  
UNITA  might have an edge. Since the popul ation  was larger  in cen tral  Angola 
an d in the dr af t all young men were called up to army service  dur ing the  las t 
10 yea rs the re were incr easi ng numb ers of young people who had secondary 
school education in cen tra l Angola and conseque ntly were able to move into the 
noncommissioned officer ran k in the Portuguese Army. Some of these men, af te r 
comple ting the ir mil itar y service went into Port uguese adm inistrative service and 
ar e now workin g with UNITA. In  the  fou rth catego ry I would like to mention  
some of the people who h ave been assum ing significant respo nsibili ty even though 
they do not have what would be considered adequa te academ ic cred entia ls for 
even  tra ini ng  in govern ment office or the privat e sector. For  example, Afric ans 
hav e been direc ting  missions or mission sta tions for the pa st 10 years and thi s 
has involved adm inis tering schools and hospi tals, hand ling funds, dire cting per
sonnel and  being responsive and  responsible to large  community organizatio ns. 
As one example  I had  mentioned the dire ctor  of the Chilesso Evang elical Mis
sion  who took over th at  respon sibil ity when Jon as Savimbi’s fa ther  Lotmalheiro 
was arre sted . Pa sto r Mario only had a prim ary  school e ducation but for the pas t 
7 or 8 years he has been dire ctin g the  Chilesso mission in its  multi- form opera
tions.  He is only one of many Pas tors , teach ers, nurses, agric ult ura lis ts who 
Rave shown considerable l eadersh ip ability.

A reluc tance to speak abo ut my own work or the  work of the  missions and 
•churches has  perh aps led me to leave out a signif icant fac tor  in the question 
of tra ine d leadership  for  Angola tomorrow. One of the reasons th at  the Po rtu 
guese  governm ent was so host ile to the Pro tes tan t churc hes in Angola was th at  
the se chur ches  were demo cratic ins titu tion s. For  50 years churc hes have been 
ope rat ing  a very exten sive educa tion system with local village  schools and  
regio nal board ing schools, clinics, ag ric ult ura l and  literacy program s. In the
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medical field for example in central Angola, the United Church of Christ and the 
United Church of Canada related to 7 hospitals. During the past 10 years only 
two resident missionary doctors have been serving these 7 hospitals. However, 
locally trained African paramedical personnel have been keeping these hospitals 
open and efficiently functioning. If given an opportunity and more resources they 
could continue to provide very valuable health services for the people of Central 
Angola.

Answer 7. I believe th at MPLA will be intereste d in having relations with as 
many countries as possible including the U.S. Through the African American 
Inst itute Ml’LA has accepted scholarship aid for students, however, has chosen 
to send them to Tanza nia rath er than to have them come to the U.S. to study. 
However, this was par t of the AAI’s program so they were not demanding any 
special consideration.

Answer 8. I do not believe that  MPLA will be open to a coalition government 
but may form what it will call a government of national unity. Which will 
simply mean tha t they will bring in a few people who have not been active 
MPLA supporters but who also have not been active in either of the other move
ments. However, as I expressed at the end of the oral hearings last  Wednesday, 
I believe th at as impor tant as a coalition, or rath er as a government of national 
unity in Luanda, is the way in which a victorious MPLA will use respon
sible local leadership in t he various areas of Angola.

Our testimony, writt en and oral, did not reflect accurately  the significant 
leadership role of women in Angola. Each party has its Women’s Organization. 
Many women have become teachers and nurses in Angola in the past 10 years.

In central Angola women in the churches have been directing “Domestic 
Schools” which provide educational opportunities for girls who were not able 
to enter the official schools. This network of schools lias had several thousand 
students each year.

American Committee on Africa,
New York, N.Y., February 10, 19"!6.

Mr. Robert Barton,
Foreign Relations Committee,
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Barton : This is just  a brief note to say tha t I did not have an op
portuni ty to deal with the questions which had been submitted in writing by 
Senator Biden. There just wasn’t time to do it before Februa ry 9th. If  neces
sary  I hope you can extend my apologies to Senator Biden.

Sincerely yours,
George M. Houser, 

Executive Director.
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United States Senate,
Subcommittee on African Affairs 

of tiie  Committee on Foreign Relations,
Washing ton,  D.G.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, a t 10:05 a.m., in room 
5110, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator  Dick Clark (chairm an 
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators C lark  and Percy.
Senator Clark. The hearing will please come to order.
Although I have an opening statement, I am going to delay tha t 

until we have heard from Senator Tunney who, of course, has taken 
a very important leadership  role on this issue in the U.S. Senate in 
his amendment to the Defense Appropria tion Act. Senator  Tunney, 
please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN V. TUNNEY, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA;  ACCOMPANIED BY MARK MORAN AND
BILL COUGHLIN, STAFF ASSISTANTS

Senator T unney. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I might just  say that there is no one in the Senate tha t has done 

more to bring this issue of Angola  before the American people in the  
Senate than you. I  think th at so much of what was done by you made 
the groundwork fo r the Congress rejection of the request of the execu
tive branch for money to go into Angola.

If  it had not been done by you, and by your staff, I  personally do 
not think that  it would have been possible to be successful on the 
amendment tha t we both offered to the defense appro priat ion bill.

Senator Clark. Th at is kind of you.
Senator Tunney. I  would like to just discuss a few items of Angola 

with you.

SE NA TO R T U N N E Y  ST AFF  VI SITS  TO AF RICA

As you may know, two of my staff aides, Mr. B ill Coughlin, who is 
on my right , and Mr. Mark Moran, just returned from Angola. They 
both discussed the Angolan situat ion in Lisbon with Portugese of
ficials and others who have been associated with Angola. Mr. Moran 
then spent 8 days in Luanda talk ing both with officials of th e MPLA 
and with Russians who were there. lie also had the opportunity  to 
observe personally what was takin g place in Luanda, including a sur 
vey of captured mil itary  equipment.

( 1 6 3 )
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Mr. Coughlin traveled to Kinshasa where he met with Holden 
Roberto, of the FNLA, and had extensive discussions with high offi- 
cials of the Zaire Government. From there, he went to Lusaka for talks 
with officials of the Zambian Government and flew into southern 
Angola for meetings with Jonas Savimbi, of UNITA. He also had the 
opportuni ty to observe the mil itary  scene on the ground in Silva Porto  
and Lobito. Mr. Coughlin, I might add, is a qualified military observer, 
not only as an exfighter pilot, but from having worked many years as 
a war correspondent in Korea, Vietnam, the Middle East, Cyprus , and 
elsewhere; working as a foreign correspondent for the Los Angeles 
Times.

Mr. Coughlin, afte r his visit to Angola, continued on to Capetown 
for talks with high South African officials on the involvement of th at 
country in Angola.

I would like to make a brief statement  on the conclusions I have 
drawn from the information they have brough t back and then you 
will have an opportuni ty, if you care, to question Mr. Moran and Mr. 
Coughlin, with me.

CROSSROADS OF U. S.  FOR EIGN POLICY IN  AFRICA

Today we stand at what might be called a crossroads of American 
foreign policy in Africa.  A little more than 1 year ago this Nation 
entered a process of escalation in Angola th at was eventually to lead to 
the active support  of one nationalis t faction over another, the expend
iture  of millions of American dollars, the tacit, if not explicit, sup
port of South African intervention in the black African  nations and 
the g reatest  foreign policy debate in the  American Congress since the 
end of the Vietnam war.

TUNNEY  AM EN DM EN T TO PR OH IB IT  U. S.  FU ND S IN  ANGOLA

Six weeks ago I  offered an amendment with you to prohibi t the use 
of American funds in Angola  because I was concerned tha t th is coun
try  had not learned the lesson of Vietnam, tha t it was repeating the 
mistakes tha t inexorably led us down the path to disaster in South
east Asia.

Wars  as often begin by the subtle process of miscalculation as by 
the single stroke of sudden aggression.

Both nations and men become the  unwitting  victims of the trap s 
they set themselves. Our actions today set the patterns of our behavior 
tomorrow and all  too often we may find that, in the words of Emerson, 
‘‘Events are in the saddle, and fate rides mankind.”

Angola may seem to be a small problem today. B ut it was a smaller 
problem 6 months ago. Had Congress not acted to stem the tide. I am 
sure it would not have looked so small 6 months from now.

EX TE NT  OF U.S.  INV OLVEME NT

One of the first things tha t struck me in the information that my 
aides brought back from Angola was the extent of the  American in
volvement there. It  has been much larger and much more pervasive 
than  I previously realized or than  the administration has acknowl
edged.
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Both the Soviet and the United States had been supplying  small 
arms to factions in Angola for some time, the Russians to the MPLA 
and the Americans to the FNLA.

Last January, the admin istration decided to provide $300,000 to 
Holden Roberto  and the FN LA. It  encouraged the  Zaire Government 
to military involvement in Angola.

Last October, Pres ident  Mobutu called UNITA leader  Jonas Savim- 
bi to Kinshasa w ith word t hat  the Americans wanted to give him some 
direct help. Savimbi met at  President Mobutu’s home with an “Ameri 
can friend ,” who discussed the milit ary situation , and told him that 
while no American troops would be coming, direc t mi litary aid would 
be funneled throu gh Zaire to him. Dr. Savimbi says that iris “Ameri
can fr iend ” did not identify  himself and  that he never saw him again 
but quantities  of American arms and ammunition did begin arriv ing.  
So did 11 armored P anh ard  cars and the  Zaire troops to man them.

In the north, Zaire committed four to five understrength batta lions,  
numbering 1,200 to 1,500 men to fight alongside the FNLA.

South Afri can troops  who had occupied a border str ip inside south
ern Angola in August,  were by October 23 sending an expeditionary 
force north,  not long after Savimbi’s meeting with his American 
friend.

In  December, when South Africa was wavering in its support, 
Savimbi flew to Lusaka to tell President Kaunda of Zambia tha t he 
intended to go himself to South Africa to ta lk with its highest officials 
about addit ional  aid. Again, an “American friend” sat in on tha t 
plann ing meeting. And I might  say th at tha t meeting took place the  
day a fte r the  vote in the Senate to cut off aid to Angola.

Savimbi did fly to  Pretoria  and he did meet with South Afri can  
officials and mil itary leaders. At  one point, his pleas for help brought 
him 22 armored cars and perhaps 150 men to man them.

All of this careful ly orchestrated assistance to the FNLA and 
UN ITA  had its effect. Whereas the two pro-Western factions had 
been forced out of Luanda and into retreat in midyear, they were 
back on the offensive and threatened Luanda as Independence Day 
and the Portuguese withdrawal  neared on November 11.

I might add that my aides found ample evidence of American in
volvement with  the  a irl ift  of arms to Angola, with Americans taking 
part in the air  and on the ground. Mr. Moran has the  names o f some 
of those Americans. Mr. Coughlin has talked with the man Dr. 
Savimbi describes as his “American adviser.”

With the FNLA and UN ITA  holding most of the country  and 
threa tening Luanda in late October, the  Cubans began a massive ai r
lift of troops into the country. Sophisticated Soviet weapons—122- 
millimeter rockets, multiple  launchers, helicopters, spotter aircra ft, 
light and medium tanks, and finally, Mig jets began to arrive in 
quant ity about the same time. Estimates of the amount of money the 
Soviets have poured into Angola vary. One generally accepted by the 
Western intelligence community places the amount at $200 million. 
But of that some $120 million is given as the cost of logistic equipment 
being $80 million.

Tha t figure also seems to credit Soviet equipment at its original 
cost while the accounting of American weapons is at surplus value
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or about 15 to 20 percent of actual value. This accounting trick  is 
making American dollars available for Angola go much furthe r.

In addition, substantial funds and weapons from many countries 
seem to be flowing into pro-Western Angola coffers. Among the many 
items of  captured equipment, Mr. Moran saw boxes of mortars  with 
Israe li markings. There also were U.S. m ilitary weapons from Annis
ton, Ala., with the shipping tags st ill on the  boxes, together with the 
name of the officer in Alabama responsible for the shipment and the 
name of the American officer in Kinshasa , Zaire, receiving it. Mr. 
Moran has also the dates of those shipments via a South Carolina 
airbase.

Other  boxes carried such designations as “manufactured in Ita ly for 
the U.S. Navy,” and “manufac tured in West Germany for the U.S. 
Army.”

UNITA  sources in Lisbon told my investigators they were receiving 
funds from Saudi Arabia  and Kuwait, indicating tha t the United 
States had served as go-between on the deals. The amount from Saudi 
Arabia was $50 million, coming, curiously enough, afte r the Senate 
amendment cutt ing off American covert aid.

There is a pattern here of American orchestration and American 
involvement tha t goes far  beyond what the administration has 
admitted .

For Dr. Kissinger to tell this committee, as he did last week, th at 
the admin istration had no foreknowledge of South African involve
ment, seems a little  bit less than  frank . I t seems to me that there is 
semantic jugg ling o f the actual facts in his statement. Who were those 
Americans who knew in advance about Jonas Savimbi’s secret meet
ings with South Afr ica's highest officials?

What was the result of all this clandestine American effort? When 
MPLA forces, spearheaded by Cuban troops, went on the  offensive in 
November and December, they sent FNLA and U NIT A into retreat . 
Faced with Soviet tanks, rockets, and airc raft , Zaire and South Af 
rican forces have withdrawn from the conflict.

Ilolden Roberto and Jonas  Savimbi both told Mr. Coughlin they 
would be unable to continue to fight more than another 2 to 3 weeks— 
and that  was more than a week ago. A fter that,  they will have to go 
back into the bush as guerrilla fighters once again. The equatorial rainy 
season, blown bridges and land mines may slow the MPLA advance 
to the south but Dr. Savimbi has no illusions about how swiftly the 
end is coming.

Ilolden Roberto’s FNLA already is pinned into a very narrow strip  
along the northern border with Zaire.

The war in Angola, then, beyond guerrilla  fighting, is nearly over. 
Even the presence of fresh CIA-funded mercenaries cannot turn the 
tide with small arms against sophisticated Soviet weapons.

The United  States cannot save a losing cause with money alone. 
We would have to supply airc raft , t anks, ant i-aircraf t guns and mis
siles. helicopters and other weapons. Who  is to flv and operate them? 
There, is no time fo r tra inin g programs, the re are no allies ready to in
tervene with such equipment. We would have to send instructors and 
advisers, and in all probability, American troops in a patte rn all too 
reminiscent of Vietnam.
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If  the Administra tion is prepared to ask for covert funds for an 
American expeditionary force to the west coast of Africa , I am sure 
tha t the Congress is not about to approve.

Must we then write off Angola ? Perhaps, but I believe such a con
clusion to be premature. A  West-African Cuba is not inevitable.

U.S.  POLICY BASED OX MISCONCEPTION

I believe th at our policy toward Angola in general and the MPLA 
in part icula r has been based on a serious misconception. Angola must 
be defended, we are told, because a Marxist government there would 
affect the stabi lity of all Africa,  would be the seat of subversion for 
Zambia and Zaire, and would provide the Soviet Union the air  and 
naval sp ringboard by which to al ter the strategic balance in the South 
Atlantic.

More importantly, we are told a Soviet victory in Angola would 
rend the very fabric  of American credibility  around the world.

But credibili ty is an argument based on pride, not policy. It  can be 
self-defeating. Wi th each successive incantat ion by administration 
spokesmen of the argument tha t our interests are inextricably  bound 
to those of FXL A and UNITA , more and  more of our allies around  
the world and our friends in Africa actually  begin to believe tha t the 
fate of the United States  and the steadfastness of her global commit
ments hinges on the fortunes of Jonas Savimbi and Ilolden Roberto.

Actually, American interests arc not tied indistinguishably to any 
of the parties. The civil w ar in Angola is as much tribal and regional 
as ideological. The fact  tha t one side o r the other may have chosen to 
accept aid from anyone who was willing to offer it should not be taken 
as sta rk and incontrovertible  testimony of subservience to some super 
power or commitment to a particu lar ideology.

In  the first place, M PLA  is not the monolithic Marxis t force tha t 
some Americans see i t to be. It is a force composed of many different 
groups, of various origins  with various philosophies. There are the 
black mili tary commanders—radical, but without an ideological focus. 
There are the Western educated moderates who app ear to be in day- 
to-day operation of the government, and certainly  there are Marxists 
as well.

From the moment of the arriva l of my staff assistant, Mr. Moran, 
in Luanda the MPLA sought to clar ify what they term the “serious 
misconceptions of Americans” about the na ture of the policies pursued 
bv their  movement. In almost 4 hours of discussions durin g his first 
full day in Luanda, MPLA leaders including Prime Minister Lopo 
do Xascimento, and Secretary of State Bentu Rubiero emphasized to 
Mr. Moran the ir inte rest in better economic relations wi th our country.

Both underlined the ir own desire for American investments and 
credits and described the role they  felt the United States  could play 
in helping bui ld an independent  and nonalined Angola and in develop
ing Angola’s rich natu ral resources. Prime Minister  Xascimento went 
to grea t lengths to explain to Mr. Moran tha t the MPLA was not 
opposed to either multinational corporations or to foreign investment, 
adding tha t he firmly believed mutually profitable arrangements could 
be worked out between his government and the American corporations.
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Air. Rubiero, in turn, pointed out tha t Angola had not asked Gulf Oil 
to leave Cabinda and had—even af ter independence—gone so fa r as to 
pay cash in advance to Boeing in order to obtain American passenger 
airplanes  when they could have gotten better financial terms from the 
Russians.

Both added tha t the official American position, which they termed 
“int ransigen t” on dealings between the MPLA and Gulf and Boeing 
were shortsighted  in t ha t they  produced greater reliance on the Soviet 
Union for high technology goods and foreign capital and made be tter 
relations with the United States  difficult. At  the  end of Air. Aloran’s 
stay, a direct appeal was made by Dr. Lara—General Secretary of 
the MPLA  p arty—to Air. Moran fo r senatorial intercession on behalf 
of the  MP LA in an effort, both to get the planes released and to con
vince the Department of S tate to allow Gulf to engage in face-to-face 
discussions with the AIPLA who, Dr. Lara claimed, had sent six 
telegrams requesting such a meeting, all to no avail.

UNITED STAT ES/M PLA POLITICAL, PRIVATE CONTACTS

In the political sphere, the AIPLA responded to Dr. Kissinger’s 
signal tha t the United States  was not opposed to AIPLA itself—only 
to Soviet and Cuban intervention—with incredulity. Producing a dra ft 
of the State Department’s memorandum, Air. Rubiero said it was the 
general feeling of the AIPLA leadership tha t the document under 
scored a strong anti-AIPLA position, at least as fa r as the adminis
tration was concerned.

Questioned, however, about the prospects for better relations with 
the United States, Air. Nascimento, Air. Rubiero, and the P arty Gen
eral Secretary Lara  all agreed tha t they would welcome greater  con
tacts with the United States, both private and governmental , and that 
they themselves were willing to take concrete steps in tha t direction.

Dr. Lara  pointed out tha t prio r to independence, AIPLA had good 
relations with U.S. consular officials in Luanda and th at the consulate 
had not been closed at the suggestion of the AIPLA. In fact, he stressed 
AIPLA continued to provide security for some U.S. Government owned 
facilities in Angola and even permitted local American employees to 
perform the ir consular duties.

COALITION GOVERNMENT

On the question of a coalition government between AIPLA and 
UNITA, AIPLA was less specific. Both Dr. L ara and Air. Nascimento 
ruled out the possibility of a  joint leadership between Jonas Savimbi 
and President Neto and minimized the prospects of direct talks so long 
as South African troops remained in Angola. They did hold open the 
door to  discussions once the South Africans withdrew and indicated 
tha t they realized certain elements of the UNITA structure would 
have to be incorpora ted into AIPLA if AIPLA was to achieve effective 
control over southern Angola.

MPLA EVENTUAL FOREIGN POLICY COURSE

The thi rd area of par ticu lar concern to me and, I am sure, one of 
great concern to other Senators, as well as to those of us who have 
been actively involved in the Angola question, which I asked Air.
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Moran to pursue in depth with the leaders of the MPLA, was the ques
tion of the foreign policy course they would char t if MPLA eventually 
became the dominant politica l force in Angola.

According to Mr. Moran, two dominant themes emerged in his dis
cussions with the Prime Minister, Dr. Lara,  the Secretary of State, 
and the Defense Minister, Mr. Iko Carriera. The first was their  
expressed desire to pursue a nonalined foreign policy with an  emphasis 
on the mutuality of the ir interes ts with other members of the Organi
zation of A frican Unity. While admitting that  a special relationship 
with the Soviet Union would inevitably result from the assistance 
provided  durin g the war, Prime Minister Xascimento stressed tha t 
friendship did not mean dependence. Even Dr. Lara pointed out the 
MPLA felt  th at super power conflicts were relevant to Angola except 
insofar as Angola’s own security was affected. li e said tha t Angola 
would be no one's “satellite.”

A second thing  th at emerged in these discussions appeared to be a 
genuine concern on the part of some members of the MPLA  leader
ship, part icula rly the moderates, over the possibility that  MPLA was 
being forced into a position of even greater reliance on the Soviet 
Union and Cuba by virtue of American support fo r the other side and 
especially by what they felt was a clear unwillingness on the par t of 
the United  States to deal with them in any meaningful wav. The 
Prime  Minister and Defense Minister, as well as Mr. Joachim Lemos 
of the M PLA Foreign Ministry , criticized the  descript ions of MPLA  
as Marxist and Communist. All pointed to the dangers involved for 
the  United States in leaving MPLA no alternat ive but to deal only 
with the  Soviet bloc. Both the Pr ime Minister and  the lef tist Dr. La ra 
referred  to “the mistake of Cuba” in which in their  view the United 
States  forced Cuba into an even greater cycle of reliance upon the 
Soviet Union.

M PLA  FU TU RE REL ATI ONS W IT H  ZAM BIA , ZA IRE

On specific items of concern to  the United  States, the MPLA has 
some specific answers. Asked about future relations with Zambia and 
Zaire and particular ly about the fears o f instability  th at might  result 
from an M PLA takeover in Angola, Prime Minister Xascimento and 
Defense Minister Carriero  stated  categorically, and Dr. Lara agreed, 
that any MPLA government would not engage in the exportation or 
revolution in Africa . Carrie ra pointed ou t tha t it had been the MPLA 
which had, in the first place, held the rebel Katangese at bay when 
they wanted to carry the Angola civil war into Zaire. Katangese 
residents in Angola were used, but only a fter  the incursion of Zairewa 
regulars and then only in Angola.

M PL A REL ATI ONS W IT H  SO UTH  AF RI CA

On re lations with South Afri ca MPLA was less forthcoming. They 
openly admitted their  hostili ty toward aparthied and said only that  
their policies would be guided by the OAU. On the othe r hand, Prime 
Minister Xascimento and Dr. Lara indicated clearly tha t MPLA was 
willing to discuss the question of the Cunene hydroelectric dam in 
southern Angola and that  they believed a mutually advantageous ar
rangement  could be worked out similar  to the understanding that 
exists between South Africa and Mozambique.
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REMOVAL OF SOVIET. CUBAN TROOPS

On the  ext rem ely  im po rta nt  que stio n of the  removal of  Soviet and  
Cuban  troops,  there was a g enera l co nsensus tha t once the  oth er  foreign 
forces went, so too would the  Sovie t and Cub an com bat  forces. As to 
the specifics of  the assurances M PL A was wi llin g to pro vid e to  the 
Un ite d States  con cer ning th e ex tent  or  the tim ing of such a with 
draw al,  I  t hi nk  t hat  th is is so me thing  that  mu st f irs t be discussed w ith  
mem bers  o f th is  com mit tee and rep res en tat ives  of the  De pa rtm en t of 
Sta te.  The same is tru e wi th rega rd  to  the  question of the  es tab lish
me nt of Sovie t an d Cuban  bases, alt ho ug h I wil l say  t hat  M r. Mo ran  
was giv en ce rta in  assurances to convey to the  Gover nment  of the 
Uni ted S ta tes w ith  reg ard to  these as  well.

SU PPLEM EN TA R Y  M A TE RIA L FOR T H E  RECORD

I wa nt to th an k you very’ much, Mr . Ch air man , fo r your  a tte nti on . 
Mr . M ora n a nd  Mr.  Coughlin  are  d rawing up a  chro nology  of  Angolan 
events and are  w ri tin g a repo rt on th ei r miss ion to Angola. Those will 
be su bm itted  to  the subco mmittee  w hen  th ey  ar e co mpleted .

[A t the tim e of  publi ca tion, the in fo rm at ion re fe rre d to ha d not 
been rece ived .]

An d if  there are  any questions th at  you would  care to  ask  Mr. 
Coughlin and Mr. M oran, the y are  he re. An d 1 wou ld ju st  like to  point  
out , fina lly,  th at  from my po in t of  view,  the exp ress ions  th at  were 
made to  M r. Mo ran , whi ch I hav e ju st  repeated , by M PL A officials to 
be deli vered to  the  Sen ate , which  I  am now doing,  do no t necessarily 
mean  t hat  I  subsc ribe  to  th e sin cerity of  the expression s by the M PL A 
leade rs.

I th ink the y are in teresti ng  an d they  should be ev aluated. Th e s ta te 
men ts were  made  and  w ere asked to  be tra ns mitt ed . I  t hink  tha t,  ho w
ever , it wou ld be w ise f or  some members  of  ou r G overn ment t o b egin to  
en ter  into the kind  of  diplo ma tic  dialo g which , I  th ink,  is necessary 
in any de ter mi na tio n as to  sin cerity of  sta tem ents th a t are  made by 
not on ly M PL A officials, but a ny fo re ign d iplom ats .

Se na tor Clark. I  t hi nk  t hat  is  good advic e. In  fac t, we a re go ing  to  
be deali ng  w ith  th at  w ith  ou r ne xt  witnesses in terms  o f th a t kin d of  
dip lom atic co ntact.

CO M M EN DATI ON OF SE NA TO R T U N N E Y

I  t ho ug ht  you r sta tem ent was a ve ry comp rehensive one and, above 
all , v aluabl e, because i t pro duc es an d pre sen ts t o thi s co mmittee  a good 
deal  o f new in form at ion t ha t wre hav e not  had befor e. As you in dic ate d, 
we will be g lad  t o h ave  the othe r supp lem en tar y mate ria l, o r an ythi ng  
else th at  you th in k wou ld be ap pr op riat e fo r the  purposes of  thi s 
committee.

I  th ink th a t will  be ex treme ly valuab le. Is  there an ythi ng  else, by 
way  of  ei th er  de tai l or  summ ary , th a t any of  the  t hr ee  of  you would 
wa nt  to  a dd  ?

Se na tor  T un ne y. I have  no th in g f ur th er .
Se na tor  Clark. All  rig ht .
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I hope, in view of your leadership  and your interest, and the fact 
that these two staff members have traveled to Angola and through 
much of southern Africa , tha t we might call on them from time to time 
for further  detail and further information.

Thank you very much.
Senator  Tunney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator  Clark. I have a brief  state men t; then we will hear from 

Mr. Mulcahy and Mr. Schaufele, if they would come up. Following 
the ir testimony, we are going to hear from Bishop Ralph  Dodge.

As soon as we have order, I have a brief opening statement, Mr. 
Secretary.

ST ATEM ENT BY  SE NA TO R CL AR K

During the course of these hear ings, administration witnesses have 
testified on United Sta tes policy toward Angola as part of our global 
foreign policy. The Secretary of State discussed last week Angola as 
it affects the United States-Soviet relations. The Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, earlier  this week, testified on American strategic interest 
in Angola.

Today, we will discuss the United States-Angola  policy as it affects 
our future  rela tions with Angola, ou r policy toward  southern Africa , 
and our relations with Africa in general with those responsible for 
United States-African policy, Assistan t Secretary William Schaufele 
and Deputy Assistant Secretary Edward Mulcahy.

What are the United States options in Angola at  this time? It  seems 
clear to us tha t the administration’s goal of achieving a military stale
mate is no longer a meaningful option. Unless the United  States is 
prepared to send troops and advisers—and they have said they are 
not—or to strongly assist the South African troops to reenter  Angola 
in large numbers—which also seems very unrealistic—it seems doubt
ful tha t achieving a stalemate is a very meaningful option.

One option tha t has been mentioned is to make the victory for the 
Soviet-backed faction as expensive as possible. Professor Goure men
tioned tha t as one of several possible options. That is not necessarily 
recommending them.

Now this can be done by continuing to send military assistance to 
the F NLA  and UNITA and encouraging them to wage guerrilla  war
fare as the MPLA attempts to form a new government. But  this would 
come as a tr agic  loss to our new found friends in Angola, I  th ink. It  
would increase the serious economic pressure on Zambia and Zaire, 
both of whom are in very great difficulty a lready, and it would p er
petuate  the MPL A’s dependence on the Soviet Union and Cuba for 
mili tary  assistance.

In  my own judgment, the United States has only one real  option 
in Angola, to begin serious dialog with the MPLA. Our communica
tions with the strongest faction in Angola should be based not on 
threats and protest, but on our mutual interest  and the interest of 
Africa . The United  States and MPL A share a common interest in 
continued t rade and investment and in many other areas. The MPLA 
has repeatedly stated tha t it wants Gulf  Oil to return  and operate its 
wells in Angola, tha t it wants the  sale of Boeing a ircraft negotiated 
originally with the Portuguese colonial government to go through to 
thei r government.
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If  Angola needs economic assistance to alleviate poverty or the lack 
of medical facilities, and absence of educational opportunities result 
ing from the Portuguese colonial rule, Congress has already provided 
for an assistance fund for that  purpose.

The United States and the MPL A also have a common interest in 
future peace and stabil ity in Angola and in southern Africa. And this 
could be the basis for discussions on how representatives of all 
Angola’s population  groups and regions could be brought into that 
government. The United States should, a t the same time, make every 
effort to help ease tensions between Angola and her neighbors, Zaire 
and Zambia.

Finally , the United States and MPLA have a mutual interest in 
Angola’s nonalinement. We can encourage this by demonstrating a 
desire to have good relations with the future government of A ngola: 
by helping to resolve internal conflicts, and by helping to ease tensions 
between Angola and her neighbors. Or we can make nonalinement 
impossible by refusing to deal with the MPLA government, denying 
it the U.S. trade and investment and providing m ilitary assistance to 
internal  factions and neighboring countries.

Just, as the United States  must now make a new beginning in its 
Angola policy, it must also make a new beginning in its southern 
Africa  policy. In Angola and Mozambique, we made the mistake of 
assuming tha t Portuguese colonial rule could last for an indefinite 
future. While the Soviet Union. China, and Cuba were helping in the 
liberation struggle, we were not even communicating with most of the 
liberation movements; but instead were providing economic and mili
tary assistance to the dictatorship in Portug al.

We must not make the same mistakes in our policy toward Rhodesia. 
Namibia and South Africa . We must recognize that  the course of 
history is on the side of those struggling against racial domination 
and minority  rule. As the Communist powers continue their assistance 
to the liberation movements, we must take a hard  look at our own 
relations with these movements and what we can do to  fur ther the 
cause of freedom in southern Africa.

We must prevent another Angola, if at all possible. We should not 
ignore liberation movements until independence is imminent and then 
back one faction  simply because its opponent is backed by the Soviet 
Union. Angola poses an even more immediate problem for our south
ern Africa  policy; 4,000 to 5,000 South African troops are now in 
southern Angola, according to the  Defense Minister of South Africa. 
Up to this point the United States, to  my knowledge, has never singled 
out the South African intervention in Angola for criticism, a lthough 
we have often singled out the Cubans and the advisers from the Soviet 
Union. Yet, as one African Foreign Minister to ld me earlier this week, 
this intervention is for Africa a fa r greater  problem than  the presence 
of Cuban troops.

South Afr ica’s milit ary power surpasses tha t of anv bordering 
African State. A spokesman pointed out, “Africa cannot tolerate South 
African m ilitary intervention into an African Continent. If  this goes 
unchallenged, there will be more trouble in the future.”

Now having lived with the domino theories for some time, we should 
be able to understand this concern. We cannot afford to be associated 
with South Afr ica’s efforts to preserve the status quo in southern
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Africa . We cannot afford not to  protest the presence of South African 
troops in  southern Angola.

Fina lly,  the United  States should, in the wake of Angola, make a 
new beginning in its Afr ica  policy. Our preoccupation with the 
Soviets and what  the  Soviets are doing in Africa only h urt  our rela
tions with  the African states. We need to recognize that  all of the 
states strive for nonalinement. We need to respect thei r independ
ence, their  desire to do what they believe is r igh t for thei r country in 
foreign  and domestic policy, not what we believe is in their best 
interest. We need to work with  them in the fields of economic develop
ment, trade and investment; and we need to  support the ir efforts in 
the Organization of African Unity to  reach negotiated settlements of 
conflicts on the continent, rath er than fueling those conflicts with mili
tary assistance. If  we seek to  establish constructive relations with all 
the* nations of Africa,  if we encourage African unity  rather than  
divisiveness and if we come to terms with what  the  Southern Africa 
problem means in the light  of their  own commitment to human rights 
and racial  equality, our cold war interests in Africa may very well 
take care of themselves.

We would like to hear from the Assistant Secretary  for African 
Affairs, Mr. William Schaufele, who is accompanied by the Deputy 
Assistant , Mr. Mulcahy. Do you have a statement?

Mr. Schaufele. Yes; I do, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Clark. Proceed in any way you thin k appropriate .

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM  E. SCHAUFELE, JR., ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY FOR AFRICAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF S TATE; ACCOM
PAN IED BY EDWARD W. MULCAHY, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR AFRICAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. S chaufele. Mr. Chairman , when Secretary Kissinger met with 
you and your distinguished colleagues on January 29th he asked you 
to look a t what is happening in Angola in its large r global context, 
li e discussed the implications of Moscow’s effort to  obtain a position 
of special influence in central Africa  through military intervention 
by Cuban proxy. There is li ttle  tha t I can say either to add to or de
tract from this global analysis of what Angola means in the context 
of our futu re relations  with the U.S.S.R.

Wh at I would like therefore to do today is to examine the African 
dimension of this conflict in greater detail.

DEVELOPMENT FROM AFRICAN TO INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT

At  the risk of boring  you with  some history, I would like to convey 
our perception of how the Angolan conflict developed from being an 
Afri can to  being an international problem.

As you know, a part of our basic policy for  many years in Africa  
has been to do what we could to insulate that  continent from great 
power conflicts. We have sought to avoid confrontation  except when it 
was forced upon us. In the case of the Soviet and Cuban thrust into 
Angola, we feel that the confron tation was forced upon us.

67-055—76 -12
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SOVIET, UN ITED  STATES ATT ITUDES  TOWARD MP LA

With in a purely Afr ican context, we are not opposed to the Popular 
Movement for the Liberation of Angola. In fact, before our consulate 
officers le ft Luanda last November, they had more contac t with repre
sentatives of the MPLA than w ith the other two political movements, 
the National Front for the Liberation of Angola. FNLA, and the 
Union for the Total  Independence of Angola, U NITA . What we op
pose is the MP LA’s effort, as a minor ity political movement, to impose 
itself as the Government of Angola, with the help of Soviet arms and 
a Cuban proxy army, on the majority in Angola.

A few words will perhaps  help us understand why the  U.S.S.R. and 
Cuba should be prepared to underwrite a m inority political movement 
thousands of miles from home. According to a Soviet handbook, 
“Africa Today,” published in 1962, the MPLA was founded in 1956 
“on the initiative of the Communist Party  and the allied Party  of 
Joint Struggle of the  Afr icans of Angola,” a clandestine, an ti-Po rtu
guese organization. This was a period of growing Soviet interest in 
Africa where the process of decolonialization was unfold ing and 
Moscow evidently saw opportunities to implant its influence in place 
of the departing metropole powers. There are obvious parallels be
tween Soviet efforts to move in on the Congo after  independence in 
1960 and Moscow’s behavior in Angola today.

In  tha t case, the Soviets worked through the Belgian Communist 
Pa rty  and th eir own central committee ap para tus concerned with rela
tions with foreign Communists. This time Moscow worked through  
the Portuguese Communist Party , following the overthrow of the 
Caetano regime and the temporary ascendancy in Portugal of a 
radical military leadership with  close ties to the Communists.

In  1964 the MPLA began to receive financial and mili tary assistance 
through Portuguese  Communist Pa rty  leaders. Moscow had previ
ously financed another MPL A leader, Chipenda, who now is allied 
with the FNLA. Moscow slackened its aid in the early 1970’s when the 
MPLA  was in the middle of one of its periodic power struggles but at a 
time when the “national libera tion” struggle  against Portugal was 
still in fu ll swing. When th e Soviets decided to renew full-scale assist
ance to the MPLA  in 1974, this  was no contribution to “national 
liberat ion” with independence around the corner. It  was a cynical 
move for political power after Portugal had already agreed to 
Angolan independence.

Based on my 17 years of  work with Africa, I am convinced tha t the 
Africans could have worked out some consensus agreement bringing 
the factions together in Angola if they had been lef t to themselves. 
It  was t he Soviet decision, in my judgment, to step up arms aid to 
what it apparently  regarded as an organization in which it had in
fluence, which destroyed Por tug al’s effort through the Alvor agree
ment of Jan uar y 1975 to establish a provisional coalition government 
embracing the three factions. With the prospect of being a minority 
partner in a postindependence government, and the  promise of Soviet 
arms, the MPLA had no incentive to compromise.

It  was precisely this sort of lack of re stra int in pursuit of unilate ral 
advantage in a situation of opportuni ty which the U.S.S.R. and this 
country solemnly agreed to avoid in the Declaration  of Principles 
which they signed in May 1972 in Moscow.
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To argue tha t the Soviet and Cuban intervention represented a 
response to  action taken by this government, by Zaire or by South 
Africa ignores the facts and the chronology. I would suggest this line 
of argument begs the question of our unwillingness to face our re
sponsibilities as they only power in the world able, if willing, to pro- 
tect weaker nations from Soviet intervent ion in their domestic po liti
cal quarrels.

CHRONOLOGICAL EVENTS LEADING TO U .S. ASSISTANCE TO FNL A, UNITA

A succinct chronology of events in  Angola that led up to our de
cision to provide assistance to the F NLA and UN ITA  forces and sub
sequent developments should make perfectly clear tha t our actions 
were reactive to those of the  Soviet Union and Cuba, independent of 
those of South Africa, and designed to achieve a military situation 
which would promote a government of national  unity composed of 
all three factions.

The Soviet Union began extensive rearming of the MPLA, then 
based in Congo-Brazzaville, in October 1974. Previous to this,  we had 
rejected requests to provide military  support to the FNLA. The Soviet 
arms shipments continued up th rough the January 1975 independence 
talks among the Portugese and the  three liberation movements which 
culminated in the Alvor Accord.

In January 1975 we provided funds to  the F NLA  for  political pur 
poses, reflecting our judgment tha t the FNLA was at a disadvantage 
operating in Luanda, an M PLA dominated city. This sum was to be 
doled out over many months and was insignificant compared to 
Moscow’s military aid.

During the  skirmishes between the FNLA and M PLA in February, 
and the major battles of March and April , we noticed an increasing 
tendency on the par t of the MPLA forces to  ignore the cease-fires 
called for by the leaders of all three movements and to act independ
ently to achieve the ir maximum milit ary goals. From March through 
May, not only did the quanti ty of the Soviet and Communist bloc 
arms flow increase, reflecting delivery decisions taken several months 
earlier, but the nature of the weaponry escalated as well, with quanti
ties of large mortars and several armored vehicles showing up inside 
Angola by May.

MPLA intrasigence increased along with the Soviet aid in June  and 
July , and on June 9, the  MPLA drove the FNLA and U NIT A com
pletely out of Luanda, thereby destroying even the pretext  of a coali
tion government. Afte r separate pleas from Zambia and Zaire, each 
of which saw thei r security threatened by the specter of a Soviet 
supported MPLA, we reversed our earlier  decision not to provide 
mili tary  support  to any faction and on June 18 we authorized the use 
of covert funds for the FNL A and UNITA forces. Our goal was to 
strengthen the two movements sufficiently to preserve a military bal
ance and thereby encourage the establishment of a compromise coali
tion government. We hoped a t the same time to signal the seriousness 
of our concern by this decision to the Soviets and allow them to scale 
down the ir intervention wi thout open confrontation.

After our decision was made, but before any U.S. assistance could 
become apparent, the first Cuban forces arrived in Angola in August 
as p art  of an arrangement among the Soviet Union, the MPLA, and



176

Cuba to  enable the MPL A to extend its milit ary control over all of 
the nation.

It  was at  about th is same time tha t South African forces occupied 
several damsites inside Angola th at are connected with a jo int Portu
guese-South African hydroelectr ic project in Angola and Namibia. 
Later, probably in late September, the South Africans apparently  
decided to intervene mili tarily in the conflict. We had nothing to do 
with thei r decision, were not consulted, and were not aware of thei r 
involvement in the fighting unti l afte r the ir entry. Large numbers 
of Cuban forces, including  combat units, arrived in Angola almost 
simultaneously with the South Africans. This coincidence, plus reports 
from Cuban prisoners taken in Angola, indicates that  the Cuban deci
sion to intervene with combat forces was made, and forces dispatched, 
before the South Africans undertook the ir own intervention.

Commencing in la te October, there was again  a marked increase in 
the quantity and sophistication of the Soviet weapons, with tanks, 
rockets, and a large number of armored vehicles pouring in to be 
manned by the Cuban forces. This escalation has continued until now, 
except for a halt  of some 2 weeks from December 9 to 25 when the 
Soviet Government may have been reevalua ting its position in the 
ligh t of ever firmer U.S.  mili tary  and diplomatic signals which the 
Secretary  has already outlined to you. However, the vote of this body 
on December 19 provided a general indication to everyone that U.S. 
ability and unwillingness to provide assistance wras highly ques
tionable.

At this  point the FNL A had been driven back to the northern 
corner of its previously held terr itory and UNITA  forces are still 
strongly resisting the MPLA advance in the south even with reduced 
resources and against over 11,000 well t rained and equipped Cuban 
troops. Savimbi has said that he will carry  on the battle against  the 
MPLA  again from the  bush if he cannot get any outside assistance. 

IM PLIC A TIO N S OF  SO VIE T- CUBA N IN TE R V E N TIO N

Our African friends—and even some which are not so f riendly— 
are acutely aware of the implications fo r their  security of Soviet and 
Cuban intervention including a massive expeditionary force in Africa. 
Aft er all, there are few developing countries which do not have to deal 
with radical internal factions which would be quite capable of  calling 
upon the U.S.S.R. to assist them in the  name of “pro letarian interna
tionalism.”

Even some of our cri tics are  visibly disturbed by the tu rn of events 
in Angola. The weekly magazine, Jeune Afrique, which is usually 
quite critica l of the United States, sharp ly attacked the M PLA in its  
Jan uar y 30 edition for allowing itself to become a pawn on the 
Soviet interna tional  chessboard stating tha t it did “not believe tha t 
the MPLA, very much a minority movement, politically and ethnically, 
was able to govern all of Angola alone or to preserve the independence 
of the country .”

In  its issue a week earlier  the Jeune Afrique editorial , which also 
criticized U.S. policy s aid: “The strategy of the MPLA  th at we can
not support is the monopolization of power on the very day of inde
pendence, at the predictable, therefore accepted, price of a civil war 
by a minority and Communist political party, with massive military
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and human assistance from far-off foreign places, except ideologically, 
agains t all the neighboring countries. It  is absolutely without prece
dent and one cannot see how i t can succeed or, in addition , how it  can 
be defended.” . .

The Nigerian Hera ld complained on Jan uary 30 of the uncritical  
view then taken of Soviet act ivity in Africa . I t argued tha t if  Angola 
were to go Socialist, it should not be by force of arms. There a re many 
other examples I could cite of public support for our position, not the 
least o f which was the article  in the New Republic, reprinted in the 
Washington Sta r last Sunday,  by Colin Legum, a highly respected 
authority  on Afr ica, often critical  of our A frican policy.

I can tell you frankly from my meetings w ith five chiefs of state 
during my visit to Afri ca in December, and from numerous reports 
from our Ambassadors, th at the 22 countries which followed existing 
OAU policy to recognize no faction during th e summit of the Organ i
zation of African Unity meeting in Addis Ababa this past  January, 
are watching closely to see whether the United States will be prepared 
to suppo rt its friends  in Africa, or whether they should now ad just 
thei r policies to what  they conceive of as new realities.

No one questions our power, but certainly  many leaders around the 
world, fr iends, critics, and adversaries, question whether we still  have 
the will to use our power in defense of what appears to them as obvious 
American—not merely African—interests. As one distinguished A fri 
can leader expressed it  to our Ambassador, it is ironic t ha t when ha lf 
of Africa is for once actively looking to the United States  for support 
and leadership, the U.S. Government has its hands tied and cannot 
respond. Pleas to do something can be heard from all corners of Africa.

In  the f irst place, of course, it  is the countries neighboring the Com
munist milit ary buildup in Angola and Congo-Brazzaville, namely, 
Zaire, Zambia, and Gabon, whicn are particular ly concerned for  thei r 
security. In  supporting the FNLA and UNITA , and the idea of a 
coalition government, Zaire and Zambia wish to insure tha t Angola, 
which controls an important outlet for thei r economies, the Benguela 
Railroad , is run by a sovereign African government which is not 
dependent on foreign powers who pursue the ir own special interests in 
central and southern Africa .

We are  told tha t we are overreacting, tha t the Africans will never 
be Communists and we should not worry about what the Soviets are 
doing. Thi s argument misses the whole point of Moscow’s strategy in 
less-developed areas like Africa . When the Soviets speak about chang
ing the “correlation of forces” in the world, they are talking about 
extending the ir influence in countries where it has not been strong 
before, and conversely neut ralizing Western influence in countries 
where it was previously dominant. I t is true th at Moscow claims to see 
this as a long, slow process growing out of internal social and other 
conflicts. It  also believes, however, that Communist countries having 
a certain  role to play as “midwives of progress” assisting le ftist  forces 
in each country.

We know well from other Soviet press articles this year, tha t the 
FNL A and UN ITA  forces are what the upside-down Soviet lexicon 
calls “reactionar ies” and “split ters .” The same sort of language was 
used to describe the  vast majority  of the Czech people when they also 
resisted Soviet efforts to impose a minority Soviet-style democracy.
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Angola is an illustration of how the U.S.S.R. now feels it can behave 
in one of these conflict situations in Africa . The issue here is not 
merely one of princ iple: Real democracy versus totalit arianism— 
something which used to concern American liberals. But  it is also a 
basic question of how social change is to come about in the developing 
world. We and the Soviets can both agree that many changes are 
needed, and we also thought we had agreed to use mutual restra int 
and avoid trying to  take unila teral advantage  of each other in fu ture 
conflict situations, but certainly , the sending of a 12,000-man Cuban 
army to Angola to promote “progressive” social change is a curious 
form of re strain t.

Now we are hearing from various MPLA leaders, reputedly the 
more moderate ones, that they have no intention of selling out to the 
Russians—that  they will respect our economic interests—that they 
want to have close relations with us, et cetera. I would simply note that  
these statements come at a time of divisive internal debate in the United 
States and when the  MPLA feels sure it will win the conflict, but is 
aware of other African concern about the foreign presence. No one 
knows exactly what will happen in Angola. But it is reasonable to as
sume th at countries with an expeditionary force in place are in the 
best position to call the shots.

Some say tha t African nationalism will take care of the Russians 
and the Cubans and cite countries where excessive Soviet influence 
has been eliminated.

But there  is no precedent in Afr ica for a government of a newly 
independent A frican sta te which owes its very existence to the Soviet 
Union. Certainly the fact tha t the Soviet Union was permit ted to 
mount such a massive intervention from neighboring Congo-Brazza
ville would not indicate t ha t its influence has seriously diminished in 
the 10 years it has had a privileged position there.

Certainly the fact tha t there are some 3,300 Soviet mili tary  and 
civilian advisers in cer tain African States would not indicate t ha t this 
influence is diminishing. Certainly  the  fact th at Soviet milita ry assist
ance deliveries have been three times  the ir delivery of  economic assist
ance is a clear indication of what they really seek in Africa.

I will not  pretend to predict in wha t category an MPLA government 
might fall, except to note tha t with the obligations it will have in
curred i t may become one of the most dependent  African governments 
on the continent.

This dependence and Soviet-Cuban ambitions in  Africa lead me to 
question whether  we will be seeing any early departure  of this  foreign 
army. I  hope lam  wrong.

Only now are many Americans and Africans beginning to see the 
implications of the presence of 12,000 Cubans in Angola. When the 
Cuban Deputy  Prime  Minister announced during the OAU summit 
meeting tha t Cuba would continue to  send its troops to Angola as long 
as Neto wanted them, the Daily Mail of Lusaka  exploded at  this arro
gant insistence that  Cuba “would continue to send troops to Angola to 
kill Africans whether the OAU liked it or not.”

I tell you very frankly,  as one who has spent many years in Africa  
and with Afr icans, and who has also spent the equivalent of many days 
talking to African  leaders of different viewpoints about the Angolan 
problem, I  am very concerned. I  believe that we had a good chance
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in  th e fa ll to persuade  th e Sov iets  th a t the y wou ld have to choose 
between the  p rio rit ies of  d etente  a nd  t he ir  self-a ssumed  role  as cham 
pion  of  na tio na l lib era tio n in centr al and south ern  Af ric a. But  v>e 
never ha d the  oppo rtu ni ty  to  find out.

On  the grou nd  in An gola the lac k of  soph ist ica ted  mili ta ry  equip 
me nt in  q ua nti tie s sufficient to hand le Sov iet rockets,  tan ks , and now 
pla nes has placed  the  FN LA an d U N IT A  forces in an incr eas ing ly 
despe rate situa tio n. Further  rec ognit ion s of the M PL A flow direct ly 
fro m th is  de terio ra tin g m ili ta ry  sit ua tio n and th e bel ief  th at  the 
Uni ted Sta tes  will  not pro vid e the response  to bala nce  Sov iet-Cub an 
int erv ention.

Th e results are  too easi ly pre dic tab le.  Two groups  represen tin g a 
major ity  o f A ngola ns are  p rev en ted  f rom the ir  r ig ht fu l pa rti cipa tio n 
in  th e gov ernment of an  i ndependent na tio n because of  outs ide  i nt er 
vention and th e inab ili ty  of  the  U ni ted State s ade quate ly to resp ond .

Moscow and Hav an a may see themse lves  shor tly  in  a posit ion  to 
pu rsu e th ei r ambit ion s e lsewhere  u nd er  th e dan gerou sly  m istake n no
tio n th at  in  succeeding once t hey can  succeed again .

In  the pos t-A ngola n atm osp her e of  ins ecuri ty an d dis illu sionm ent  
wi th the  lack of U.S . support , the  sta tes  ne igh borin g An gola,  Zai re, 
and Zam bia,  wou ld be un de r gr ea t pre ssu re to  seek an  accomo dation 
disadvanta geous to  them or  see th ei r vi ta l e xit  to th e ocean th rea ten ed .

Ot he r Afr ican  Sta tes  would ad ju st  to the rea lit ies  of pow er so viv 
id ly  demo nstra ted  in Angola by th e Sov iet  a ir li ft  and the Cub an 
ex pedit ion ary force .

Those Sov iet officials who pushe d thi s “ na tio na l l iberat ion” s tru gg le 
on the  heels of  Vietn am will h ave  been proven  ri gh t. Indeed  the sweep
ing re tu rn s in  Afr ica fro m involvement  in a single  in tern al  pow er 
str ug gle can  only encourage  s im ila r adventu res  e lsewhere.

An d in  the las t ana lys is, we ris k br ingi ng  on othe r confr on tat ion s 
in  the fu tu re  un de r con ditions  less advanta geous to  us and more da n
gerous  to us.

I  share  wh at I  th in k is yo ur  wish , Mr . Ch air ma n, th at  such prob 
lems could be reso lved  wi thou t th e use of arm s, th at Afr ican s be 
allowed  to  solve  th ei r own problems, th at  the Un ite d State s no t get 
invo lved  in in ter na l politics in Afr ica or elsew here , t hat  o ur att en tio n 
be devoted  to  peaceful and  successfu l evo lution in Af rica. But  i t take s 
two  to  tan go, and while we are gy ra ting  on the  floor, the  S oviet  Un ion  
has tak en  somebody down th e ga rden  pa th.  Th e Afr ican  at tit ud e 
based on its per cep tion of Sov iet pow'er, wi ll make it  even more diffi
cu lt fo r Af ric an s to  realize  th ei r own  leg itimate  aspira tio ns  witho ut 
outside inte rfe ren ce.

CONGRESSIONAL CONCERN  REGARDING FU TU RE  SOVIET INT ER VE NT IONS

A t th is  junc ture,  if  the Congress is de termined  no t to pro vid e the  
wh ere wi tha l successfully  to  resi st th is  S oviet-Cuban  ef fort  to  establis h 
th ei r influence by force in th is  part  of  A fri ca , I  believe it  is im pe ra
tiv e th at  Mem bers  of th is  Con gress exp ress  th ei r deep  concern about 
th e possibil ity  t hat  e ith er  of these two c ountr ies  m ight  engage in sim 
ilar  adventu res  elsewhere. To  my  knowledge, th at conc ern which  I  
kno w exis ts has no t surfaced  in an y public  heari ngs in which I  h ave  
pa rti cipa ted.  In  fac t, the  deb ate  h as  lar ge ly been direct ed at  U .S. in-
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volvemen t. Seco nd, I  u rge  th at yo u seriously  consider  wha t th e U ni ted 
State s can and should  do  to  counte r the  effects o f ou r u nw illi ngnes s to 
meet  our responsibili ties  in An gola,  on ou r rel ati onsh ips  in Afr ica,  
and  on the  security  of o ur fri en ds  the re.

Th an k you,  M r. Ch airma n.
Se na tor  Clark. T ha nk  you  very much,  Mr.  Secre tary.
I  was int ere ste d in your  com me nt:  “To my knowle dge  th a t con

cern”—Sovie t exp ans ion —“w hich I  kno w exis ts, ha s no t su rfa ced 
in any pub lic he ar ings  in  which I  h ave pa rti cipa ted. ”

I am unde r th e imp ress ion th at  th er e is a good  dea l of discussion 
about th at  at  th ese  hear ings. I  k now  t hat  you h ave  p ar tic ipated  a t t he  
opening  wi th Se cre tar y Ki ssinger when he exp ressed him sel f very 
strongly , and  I  th in k he was the  o nly  w itness  that  day.  On the second 
day of  hearings, we he ard fro m Dep uty As sis tant  Se cre tar y E ll s
worth , who, I th ink,  spoke in th at di rec tio n very str on gly;  and the  
same day, Professors Shulm an and Goure , and tod ay  you. I  am not 
sure the re has no t been more disc ussion on th at  s ide of the  i ssue th an  
there  ha s on the  o ther.

Or ha ve yo u not pa rt ic ipated  in  those ?
Mr. Schaufel e. T hat  is tru e in th a t sense, Mr . Ch airma n. W ha t I 

was speaking  of  is th e int ere st of  the Mem bers  of  Congre ss, as opposed 
to t he  sta tem ents by th e a dm inist ra tio n.

Se na tor  C lark. O r nongovern me nta l witnesses ?
Mr. Schaufel e. R ight .
Se na tor Clark. Let  me say,  in case there is any doubt about th at , 

and I can only spe ak fo r myself in th a t rega rd  o f course , but  I  do n ot 
hav e any illu sions at  all abo ut the na tu re  o f Sov iet intent ion s, at  least 
I  do no t th ink I  do. I  do not consider  my sel f a Po lly an na  on th at  
issue fo r a mom ent. I  th ink th at  the Sovie t in ter es t in Afr ica is real . 
I  th in k th ei r int en tio ns  are  not good, fro m th e po int of  view  of eit he r 
th is co un try  or  south ern  A fri ca , or  A fr ic a gen era lly . But  the ir  i nten 
tions , it  seems to  me, are  no t nec essari ly wh at  they  alw ays  achieve. 
I  th in k th at  is w here the issue r ea lly  s trikes one w ith  th e o ther.

I  have no fee lin g at  all th at  the  S ov iet  U nio n has sen t $200 million 
into south ern  Afr ica or encourage d to work wi th the  Cuban  Go ver n
ment to send  12,000 tro ops, to use yo ur  figure, into Afr ica wi th grea t 
and good in ten tions.  I  do n ot believe t hat fo r a moment.

Le t me go bac k ove r y ou r tes tim ony con cer nin g fo ur  o r five poin ts, 
and then  I hav e some ques tions, if  I  may . Mr.  Mulcahy,  I  hop e you 
will  come in at  a ny  t ime  you hav e some thing  to add . I  know yo u were 
very much  in the  p olicym aki ng p ar t of  o ur  Go vernment , at  the  e ar lie r 
stag es, before  M r. Schau fele was  ap po in ted As sis tant  Secre tary.

I  would like  to  ju st  call yo ur  at tent io n to  vario us  th ings  t ha t you 
have said a nd ask  you f ur th er  abo ut  them .

EV EN -HA ND ED  POL ICY  TOWARD LIB ERA TIO N GROUPS

Io n  said  “w ith in a pu rel y Afr ican  con tex t, we are  not opposed to 
the  Po pu la r Movement fo r the  Libe ra tio n of  A ngola . In  fac t, before  
our con sula te officers lef t Lau nd a las t November, th ey  ha d more co nta ct 
with rep resent atives of the  M PL A th an  wi th the  othe r two  po liti ca l 
movemen ts, the  Na tio na l F ro nt  f or  the L ibera tio n of  Angola  (F N LA) a n d .. . (U N IT A )” . V '
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Now that would seem to imply tha t maybe we are taking a very even- 
handed policy here. We have more contacts with the MPLA th an we 
do with the FNLA or UNITA.  But  in point of fact, we had already 
escalted our own commitment there, at least three times in support of 
the other  two movements. According to all the press reports, and 
according to your statement, we pu t $300,000 in early in the year on 
one side, the FN LA ; we made greater commitments, according to press 
reports, which I believe a re true, in Ju ly and then at least a couple 
of more times before November.

You do not mean to imply by th at statement tha t we were following 
any kind of even-handed policy between the three movements, do you, 
in terms of our support?

Mr. Schaufele. No. Beyond that  statement is the support which 
the United States  had already expressed for the Alvor Accord, and 
even the fact tha t we had hoped, during all this  period, tha t the transi 
tional government, comprising all three movements, would hold to
gether or be put  back together. And we had our consulate in Luanda  
until  November and we had contacts with all three movements until  
two movements were expelled and we continued our contacts with  the 
MPLA. I t was all based on our hope for some kind of a coalition th at 
would either be put  back togethe r or continue to exist.

Senator Clark. I have several questions regarding that which we 
will go into later.  W hat we d id do in fact was to support the idea of 
the Alvor Agreement in the early stages. I  do want to say th at I met 
with your consulate in Launda in August, and I agree with you. I think  
you did an excellent job there. I thin k he represented this government 
with distinction, and I thought th at  he was most objective and most 
capable.

U.S.  POLICY INCONSISTENCY

In the next sentence you say we are not really opposed to the MPLA  
as such, but “What we oppose is the MPLA’s effort as a  minor ity 
political movement,” I  do not want to sound facetious, but it  seerfls to 
me that this government has had very little  trouble supporting minor
ity regimes in other parts  of the  world. I mean we supported the over
throw of the elected government of Chile and continue to support it.

What is th is principle? I keep hear ing this principle  apply ing to 
Angola tha t wc cannot support a minority political  movement. Is 
Korea a majority political movement? Do our activities in Chile indi
cate that ? Is this a new principle  of American foreign policy ?

Mr. S chaufele. The principle  in  this par ticu lar case: we are look
ing at a si tuation in Angola and whatever might be our policy else
where, or whatever others may perceive as our policy elsewhere, I 
thin k the point is tha t the MPLA was a minority movement.

Senator  Clark. Sure.
Mr. Schaufele. And is a minority movement.
And for instance, from my own experience, it is tha t in Africa, 

part icula rly perhaps as opposed to some other areas of the world, the 
consensus system has been the most successful system in establishing 
governments in independent Africa. The  prospect that  I see of a minor
ity movement coming to power by force is one which is, in African 
terms, not one which has generally been the practice or one which is 
likely to establish the stability in that country which you spoke of 
earlier.

67-055— 76-----13
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Senator Clark. I could not agree with you more. I  th ink the pri n
ciple is well taken.

It  just seems to  me tha t it is rather  inconsistent to argue tha t—I 
mean we did  help a minority government in Chile come to power by 
force. If  we are only going to apply  that principle to Africa as a  new 
State Department policy, then, that is fine. But it does seem to me 
tha t—I do not use the word hypocrisy in any terrible sense—but it 
seems to me th at if it is good enough for Angola, it ought to be good 
enough fo r Chile.

I feel very strongly th at when the Kennedy amendment is proposed 
a week from now on the floor, to cut off assistance to that monority 
regimo in Chile, tha t the State  Departmen t is going to oppose the 
Kennedy amendment. They are going to say we have to support this 
government in Chile. I just think it is a little  inconsistent tha t, on 
the one hand, we can give covert activ ity to overthrow governments 
tha t are freely elected on one continent, and say on the other hand, 
that one of our principal motives for  going into Angola is to prevent 
a minority regime from coming to power bv force.

And I happen to agree with that principle. I thin k tha t the Soviet 
Union and Cuba and their  interference in helping the MPLA as a  
minority government to come to power is despicable. I think it is 
equally despicable in Chile.

EST IMA TED  LEVELS OF SOVIET ASS ISTANCE BEFORE JA NU AR Y 197 5

I^ t us keep going here. I thin k this  is very important. I am glad 
you went throu gh the chronology because I think so much depends 
upon the correct sequence of events there.

A succinct chronology of events in Angola th at  led up to our decision to  pro
vide ass istance  to the  FNLA and TJNITA forces and  subsequent developments 
should make perfectly  clea r—and I want to emphasize these  poin ts—th at  our 
action s were reactiv e to those of the Soviet Union and  Cuba.

You go on to ta lk about how equipment was brought in in October 
of 1974 by the Soviet Union in the Congo-Brazzaville, and then later 
talk about the fact tha t we, too, had put  money in somewhat later, in 
January, some $300,000.

My question is th is : Wh at were th e estimated levels—obviously you 
do not, know precisely—of Soviet armaments or assistance to the 
MPLA prio r to the time we put monev in, prior to J anuary  1975 ?

Mr. Mulcahy. Mr. Chairman, I thin k our figures are not wholly 
accurate insofar  as the early part of Soviet assistance to MPLA was 
delivered to them in the form of equipment and training in the  Repub
lic of the Congo, where, as you may recall, we closed our diplomatic 
establishment in 1966, and has not yet reopened.

But on the basis of  our  best estimates, we believe tha t MPLA had 
an armed force of approximate ly 3,500 at the time of the coup in Portu 
gal, and the end of the fighting in Angola.

Senator Clark. Now wait, tha t would have been April 25, 1974?
Mr. Mulcahy. Yes. And through tha t figure, I  think that figure 

continued fai rly stable through the summer of 1974.
After the A lvor Accords, the MPLA units who had been, up to th at 

time, chiefly in the Congo, arrived on the mainland of Angola and 
numbered, in the Jan uary to February period, something like 5,000.
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Obv iously they  ha d been bu ilt  up  in the mea ntim e. They arriv ed , 
acc ord ing  to  U.S . Gover nment  obser vation, wi th a very lar ge  supply 
of new Sovie t-p rov ide d e quipm ent .

Sometime in the months betw een Ja nuar y  and late sp rin g.  May or 
Ju ne , they  app ar en tly  re crui ted the  4,000 Ka tan ganese  gen darmes who 
had been previo usly used by th e P or t uguese.

Senator  Clark. You say b y May or J une ?
Mr. Mulcahy. In  t he  sp rin gt im e. We  a re no t exa ctly  sure wheth er 

the y came a s a bod y or  wheth er th ey  were gr ad ua lly  rec rui ted .
But  ce rta in ly  by the  middle of  the year,  roug hly  Ju ne , they  had 

add ed these 4.000 Ka tan ganese  gendarm es to th ei r arm ed forces. By  
Ju ly , af te r the  fa ir ly  libera l inflow  of  fu rther  Sovie t weapons, thes e 
wo lea rne d about, I  mu st say , chie fly th ro ug h the Po rtu guese—these 
were  weapons  lan ded  on beaches.

Se na tor  Clark. I wonde r if  we cou ld go bac k to  mv or igi na l ques 
tio n?  We are goin g to  have  a chance  to go into  th e q uest ion of  Ju ly  an d 
po st- Ju ly  an d so fo rth , which  I  th in k is im po rtan t to have  on the  
record. B ut my  question ha d to  do wi th  the magni tud e of  Sov iet  
involveme nt pr io r to th e A lv ot  Ag ree ment.  W ha t is yo ur  bes t estim ate  
as to  wh at  th at was?

Yo ur  s tat em en t says the Sovie t U nion  bega n exte nsiv e rearming of 
the M PL A, then  based in Congo-B raz zav ille  in Oc tober 1974.

Now most of  the  tes tim ony we ha ve ha d—I do not  questio n. I  am ju st  
ask ing  fo r evidence  of it—most of  th e tes tim ony we have  ha d from 
eve ry source hav e t alk ed  about a bu ild up  in Ma rch  and Apr il  of  1975. 
Th ere  hav e been vag ue refere nce s made before about some thing  in 
lat e 1974. B ut  le t us tr y  to ge t those  a l itt le  bi t more specific.

W ha t are the best  evidences o f 1974, w ha t are  th e est imates?
Mr. Mulca hy. I  hav e ju st  been  rem ind ed by  one of  m y colle agues 

th a t ou r official est imate  in Ja nuar y , in Ja nuar y  1975, was th at  
M PL A ’s force had gro wn fro m t he  prev iou sly  m ent ioned 3,600 to  a p
prox im ate ly 6,000.

Se na tor  Clark. T hat  is no t my  question. I  do wan t to  come to  the  
M PL A a nd  its  r ela tio nship s to th e othe r movemen ts. W ha t I  am  tal k
ing  abo ut is “T he Sovie t Un ion  beg an extens ive  rearming of  the  
M PL A,” not  how b ig was th e M PL A force itself , which could be due 
to a lot  of fac tors. Did you  observe  arm am ents be ing  del ive red  in 
Brazzav ille  ? Do you have estima tes  of  how much t he  So vie t Un ion  pu t 
in ? You see it seems to me im po rta nt  i f we a re  goin g to say  cl ear ly,  as 
you d id  i n your  s tat em ent t hat we are  r eact ing to  S oviet  ac tion . W ha t 
is th e S oviet  act ion  ?

Mr. S ciiaufel e. W e do no t have  the exact  s tat ist ics . We  can  tr y  t o 
ge t t hem.

I  th in k wh at  we saw, Mr. Ch airm an , wa s enoug h a rms go ing in  to, in 
effect, double the  size o f the  M PL A armed fo rces.

Se na tor  Clark. S o that  the  d ou bl ing  is  ent ire ly  du e to Sovie t i nt er 
vention  ?

M r .  ScH A U FELE. Y e s .
Se na tor Clark. I  t ho ug ht  i t ha d to  do wi th  b ring in g in the K at an 

ganese.
Mr. Sciia ufele. Xo, I  am ta lk in g abo ut—t he  Ka tan ganese  recrui t

me nt ca me la ter . B ut  th at  was po st-Alvor Agreement.
Se na tor C lark. S o you do no t ha ve any broad  or  wide est imates?



184

Mr. Sciiaufele. We can probably get some figures. I do not have 
them with me. . :,

[The informat ion referred to follows:]

Soviet Arms Aid to MPLA Before J anuary 1975 

(Supplied by Depar tment  of Sta te)
From the mid-1960s to  1972, the MPLA was the  recip ient of a steady stre am of 

Soviet-bloc supplied weapons. From 1972 to mid-1974, the re was  some drop-off 
in Soviet and as a res ult  of the  fac tional  feud ing wi thin the  MPLA. In  August 
1971. af ter  the  Portuguese had made clear their int ent to gran t independence to 
Angola, t he Soviets began to step-up arm s shipments to the  MPLA. At  t ha t time, 
the  Soviets began delive ring the  firs t consignm ent of a $6 million shipment of 
mil itary supplies to African libe ration movements through  Dar  es Salaam. There 
is no evidence th at  a significant amount of milita ry equipm ent la ter reached the 
Rhodesian  or South  African libe ration movements, the  only libe ration move
ments  other than  the  MPLA for  w hich the  equipment could have been intended. 
Moreover, Da r es Salaam had  previously  served—and continued to serve—as an 
important tran si t point for the  shipment of Soviet and  bloc equipment to the  
MPLA. By October  or November 1974, the  MPLA also was receiving mil itary 
supplies via the  Angolan enclave of Cabinda and the  Congo (B ). In  December 
1974. some 250 MPLA cadre were sent to the  Soviet Union for  mili tar y trai n
ing. Further,  from the arriv al of the  MPLA delega tion in Luanda  in November 
1974, it was obvious they suffered no l ack of funds to propagandize and  organize 
their  political backing.

We do not have  the exac t qua nti ties of arms delivered to the  MPLA in thi s 
period, bu t we know they  w ere sufficient to equip a 5,000-7,000 man MPLA force 
by Jan uary 1975 (up  from perh aps 1,500 in  August 1974, exclusive of C hipenda’s 
un its ), as well as provide thou sands of AK-47s to the  amorphous “People’s 
Power” in the  Lua nda  gl iettoes. These  l at te r arms were  f irst used in the fighting 
in Luanda  in November 1974 between MPLA and  FNLA.

Senator Clark. I think  it would be important to get them.

C H IN E S E , Z A IR IA N  19  74  ASS IS TA NC E TO FN LA

Now let us look at this poin t because, as you say, it is very important 
tha t you look at the chronology carefully. I was curious concerning 
the fac t tha t you do not put  in the fact  tha t the Chinese or the Zairians  
were in in 1974. W hat are your estimates as to how much the FNL A 
was receiving from China and from Zaire in this period ? Is  it conceiv
able that the Soviets could have been reacting to Zairian and Chinese 
supply to  their  enemy force, the FNL A ?

Mr? Mulcahy. Sir, we are not aware that the Chinese provided very 
large, quan tities of weapons to the FNLA. They did have a milita ry 
training mission, which they made available to them in train ing  camps, 
chiefly in Zaire. And I  am afraid  we do not have any accurate figures 
on the actual extent of Chinese equipment provided.

Senator Clark. You do not have any estimates of the volume of 
Chinese milit ary assistance?

Mr. Mulcahy. I do not, s ir. I f  we can find that out, I  will be glad to 
submit it  for  the record.

Senator Clark. Good.
[The information referred to follows:]

Chine se Involvement With  FNLA and UNITA 

(Supp lied by Depar tme nt of Sta te)
FNLA Pre sident  Holden Roberto visi ted Peking in December 1973. Agreement  

was apparen tly reached for  the  People’s Republic of China (PRC) to tra in  and 
equip FNLA insu rgents  based in Zaire.  Between May 1974 and  October 1975, a
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group of Chinese mi lita ry ins tructo rs tra ined  an estimated 5,000 FXLA troops 
and equipped them  with small arms (AK—47 rifles, mach ine guns, rocket pro
pelled grenades ami ligh t mo rta rs) . The Chinese mil itar y ins tructo rs were with
drawn in October 1075 af ter the PRC’s Min iste r of Foreign Affairs  had publicly 
signalled at  the UN in September P eking’s in tention  to disengage from the Angola 
conflict.

The Chinese also provided UNITA with  limi ted financial ass istance  and lim
ited qua ntit ies of small arms dur ing the  same period. Pr ior to 1072, the Chinese 
had made occasional financ ial contributions to UNITA and  tra ined seve ral of 
UNITA’s cadre.

Senator  Clark. Certainly the Chinese were pu tting equipment into 
FXLA—we had testimony from Pro f. John  Marcum, the day before 
yesterday, on the volumes. I  do not know what those were based upon. 
There is no question in anybody's mind tha t the Chinese were not only 
train ing,  but also putting military equipment into the FXL A as early 
as the Soviets were—as early as October, which is the first c ited Soviet 
involvement in your testimony.

Xow what about Zaire? They were certainly  put ting in a pret ty 
good amount  of milit ary equipment, at least as early as, or certain ly 
earlie r than  the October 1974, were they not ?

Mr. Mulcaiiy. Yes. I t hink  Zaire’s record of assistance to the FXLA 
goes back, of course, many, many years. And I  daresay the bulk of the 
suppor t, both financial and materia l, tha t FXL A received was from 
Zairian sources.

Senator  Clark. As I understand your testimony, neither of you 
would be prepared to argue th at the Soviet shipment of armaments to 
the MPL A was g reater than that which had been supplied by Zaire 
and China combined. You do no t have the figures or the impression 
tha t one is any larger tha n the other, o r do you ?

Mr. Schaufele. Well, I cannot speak from any statistical knowl
edge. I  would say this , though,  about—Zaire had  been the normal sup
plier to the FXL A in the past , and I do know that  the Chinese theory, 
if you want to call it that , in dealing with liberation movements is 
not to provide any significant amounts of milit ary assistance: Fir st, 
because they lack it ; and second, because I think they  honestly believe 
tha t what thei r role is in the liberat ion movements is tra ining, is first 
to win their own battles.

Senator Clark. J us t so the  chronology is complete then, what we 
really see is not Soviet involvement in October 1974, but rather a very 
long involvement on the p art  of Zaire and a rathe r long involvement, 
indeed, on the pa rt of the Soviet Union to  some extent in the M PLA ; 
Chinese involvement in terms o f tra ining people in Zaire and FXL A 
troops; and then some $300,000 for  the FXL A beginning in Jan uary 
and spreading over a period of time. Tha t would be the correct 
chronology, would it  not?

Mr. Schaufele. By and large, yes, sir.

FX LA , MP LA  TR OO r SIZES

Senator  Clark. T am interested, Mr. Mulcahy, in these troop sizes, 
how the Soviets built up  the MPLA army from, I  think you said your 
staff had indicated, from 3,600 at the time of the Portuguese revolution 
in early 1974, all the way to 6,000 by the  time of the Alvor Agreement 
in Janu ary  1975.

What was the size of the FXLA  at tha t point ?
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Mr. Muloahy. My recollection is subject to check here, Air. Chair
man, about 8,000.

Senator Clark. About 8,000, so the FNLA, even afte r the Soviet 
build-up, was one-third larger?  My mathematics is 'bad—2,000 larger 
than—one-fourth larger than  the MPLA army.

Air. AIulcaiiy. Tha t is correct.

FNLA EXPULSION OF MPLA FROM AREAS NORTH OF LUANDA

Senator Clark. Is it true, as Prof . John Alarcum testified here the 
day before yesterday, tha t th e F NLA drove the A1PLA out of all but 
two northern provinces of Angola in February or a t least March and 
April 1975 ?

Air. Mulcahy. That was never an area, Air. Chairman, that I was 
conscious of the AIPLA ever occupying or being present in any 
strength.

Senator Clark. The AIPLA ?
Air. AIulcahy. In  the two north ern provinces, I do not believe that 

the AIPLA ever was present there, in any large numbers. This is clarifi
cation, Air. Chairman.

Senator  Clark. AVe are being joined, I  see. by Air. Ed Fugi t, are you 
not ?

Air. AIulcaiiy. Air. Fugit, as you know. Air. Chairman, was stationed 
in Angola at our consulate in Luanda durin g most of this time, and 
is now Officer in Charge  of Angolan affairs at  the Department.

Alight I ask Air. Fugi t to clari fy this one, sir ?
Senator Clark. Yes.
Aly question, Air. Fugit, is did the FNL A expel the AIPLA from 

anv of the areas north of Luanda ?
Air. F ugit. Yes, sir. In June, aft er the AIPLA succeeded in elminat- 

ing FNL A forces from the outski rts of Luanda, FNL A retal iated  by 
kicking out the small AIPLA detachments that  are in the two north 
ern provinces. At this time in Angola, every village and town in the 
country  had two groups; 2 or 3, sometimes 10 troops from each libera
tion movement.

And the FNL/V took this opportunity to liberate their  two provinces.
Senator Clark. Alv question really dealt with  a li ttle earlie r period.
I am speaking of the  period in Air. Alarcum’s testimonv, I believe. 

His  testimony was tha t the FNL A had expelled the AIPLA from 
the area north of Luanda in Alarch and Apr il: in other words, before 
thev were expelled by the AIPLA from the Luanda area.

What is your judgment of tha t ?
Air. F ugit. I believe it was the first week in June. I do not have 

the records with me, but I believe it was then.
Senator  Clark. So you are  saying, as a reaction to the AIPLA ac

tions auains t the FNLA in Luanda , rather than  an earlier action?
Air. Fugit. Yes. I do not remember the dates, but I do remember 

the chronology of  what happened sequential ly: and it was reactive to 
being expelled from the suburbs of Luanda.
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INTEL LIGEN CE INFOR MATION EXCHANGE WITH  SOUTH AFRICA 
GOVERNMENT

Senator Clark. In your statement Mr. Schaufele, speaking of the 
South Africans you say: “We had nothing to do with their  decision, 
were not consulted and were not aware of their  involvement in the 
fighting until a fter thei r entry .”

My question deals with a sl ightly  different period, a fter  th at entry. 
Is it not true t ha t we had a regular exchange o f intelligence inform a
tion with the South African government as to thei r troop movements 
in Angola?

Mr. Mulcahy. Sir. the statement on the record, as it stands, is quite 
true. Once the milit ary activities s tarted , we were able to keep abreast 
of it, both by our own observations and by the routine exchange of 
intelligence, which we have had with the South African government 
as, of course, is the case with many other governments in Africa.

Senator Clark. So we could not say we had no contact with South 
Africa. We had regular contact, a regular exchange of informat ion 
with th at government, at least as to their troop movements, where they 
were, what they were doing, that sort of thing.

Mr. Mulcahy. I  might sav, sir, having seen what came in through 
tha t channel, tha t it was really quite scanty, very general.

Senator  Clark. But it had to do with thei r troop movements?
Mr. Mulcahy. Yes. Generally:  yes, where they had been in contact, 

1 do not think t ha t we were ever informed of  the exact strength of the 
South African foive, or the types of equipment it used, or any details 
of the ir actual milita ry arrangements with UNIT A or with the FNLA 
forces who were fighting in the south.

Senator  Clark. OK.

RUSSIAN, CUBAN PRESENCE IN  SOUTHERN AFRICA AS RESULT OF ANGOLA

Turning  to another po int in your testimony, Mr. Schaufele, and this  
is a point I am sure we could both argue all day, so I will try  to limit 
my comments on it. You make quite a case about the suspicion of Rus
sian and Cuban presence in southern Africa as a result of Angola. And 
I could not agree with you more about that. You cite, for example, 
from the Nigerian Herald which complained on Jan uary 30 of the 
uncritica l view then  taken of Soviet activity in Africa. It  argued that 
if Angola were to go Socialist, i t should not be by force of arms and 
so forth. It  seems to me tha t is the very point tha t those of us who 
voted against additional American aid were try ing  to make: tha t in
deed, the  suspicion by Africans of Soviet expansion in Africa would 
give its own reward. Tha t is, the expansionism would be its own 
reward.

The Nigerians are the liest example. They took all kinds of assist
ance at the time of th eir revolution from the Soviet Union. They did 
not become a Soviet satellite. It  seems to me that, as you said, the OAU 
meeting itself is a good indication of that. At least h alf the people who



1S8

went to the OAU, I  th ink one less than hal f, had already committed to 
the MPLA, and th ere was at  least one other, Ethiopia , who was simply 
waiting unt il afte r the  meeting. Yet  they did no t sanction the M PLA. 
They did not approve the MPLA. They did nothin g to help the MPLA, 
and the Soviet sponsored faction.

It  seems to  me th at  th is rather proves what we have been trying to 
say; namely, that there is enormous suspicion of the Russians. Their 
history  of expansionism in Africa  is most unsuccessful precisely be
cause of tha t. If  we become involved, part icula rly on the side of South 
Africa, it would only make it possible for them to succeed in  this, 
where they otherwise are not going to succeed.

I would like your reaction.
Mr. Schaufele. I would make two points there, Mr. Chairman. I 

do not accept the analogy with Nigeria. Nigeria was a strong, inde
pendent country that  was confronted with a civil war in a small p art  
of its country, relative ly small, but  agreed, a bloody war; but never
theless, a relatively small part. There was no question in anybody’s 
mind about Nigerian independence, about its ability to govern itself. 
And I  do not think there was any danger perceived by anybody th at 
Russian assistance to  Nigeria  would result in Russian domination.

Nor do I accept the argument, for instance, that  people make about 
Ghana. The Peoples’ Pa rty  established an independent government. 
They made a conscious decision to have close relations  w’ith the  Soviet 
Union, but I do not thin k they ever lost their independence.

AFRIC AN INDE PE ND EN CE  LOSS BECA USE OF SOVIET INV OLVEME NT

Senator Clark. Who has? Can you name a country in Africa  that  
has lost their independence because of this kind of Soviet involvement?

Mr. Schaufele. No; I will not name a country because I am not 
sure about relationships of a couple of countries with the Soviet Union, 
and I think I  mentioned in my statement the concern I  have about the 
influence of the Soviet Union in the Congo. But in this case, we are 
talking about a government which is not even established, and which 
essentially depends on the Soviet Union to establish itself, even against 
the other two movements, if they were not to receive any aid. If  the 
A [PL  A were to establish itself as a government, it would do so with 
Soviet assistance.

Second, your argument, although  I  think it is an attractive one, 
and I think  it has  some validity, is the argument that history will take 
care of itself. And tha t is a valid argument  in some cases. But I am 
not convinced of it in this pa rticular  case.

Senator Clark. Al l right.

AF RICA N RECOGNITIO N OF MP LA
You also say:
As one distinguished African leader expressed it  to our Ambassador, it is 

ironic that  when half of Afr ica is for once actively looking to the United States 
for support and leadership—the U.S. Government has its hands tied and cannot 
respond. rie as  to “do something” can be heard  from a ll corners of Africa.

I wonder about this. Nfy impression is tha t s lightly more than half 
of Africa has a lready recognized the MPLA. Am I  accurate there?

Mr. Schaufele. Yes; tha t is correct.
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AF RIC AN  PLEAS FOR U. S.  INV OLVEME NT

Senator Clark. I s it  your position here th at the other hal f wan t the 
United States to be actively involved in supply ing military equip
ment to Angola?

Air. Sciiaufele. I would not necessarily phrase it in such explicit 
terms because the African leaders who talk  to us phrase it differently, 
depending upon thei r own perceptions of the situation.

I would say th at the countries, by and large, which have not recog
nized the MPLA, and some which have, are concerned about this and 
tha t they have expressed to us the ir concerns th at we are not able to 
react to this  Soviet intervention.

U. S.  REACTIO N TO SOVIET INTE RV EN TION

Senator Clark. Let us talk about reacting.
It  is clear from your statement throughout t ha t we ought to react. 

Wh at should we do? We now have $200 million—or more, I suppose, 
bv now—in Soviet equipment. We have 400, I thin k it has been es 
timated . Russian advisors, we have 12,000 Cuban troops you to ld us 
this morning.

What should we do?
Mr. Sciiaufele. We are in a much more difficult position.
Senator  Clark. I guess we are. I  presume you are ta lking about the 

futu re and not ju st about the past.
Mr. Sciiaufele. If  we had had the means in the  pas t we might have 

been in a si tuation, which I  tried  to indicate in my statement, where 
the problem could have been solved. The situation now is one in 
which—as the Secretary indica ted in his testimony—the United States 
is still considering its options, and is st ill considering whether to come 
back to this Congress for overt assistance. And that is a definite pos
sibility.

So all I  could say at th is po int is th at  I think it  is incumbent on the 
U.S. Government to indicate, to show to its friends in Africa and 
people who are concerned about the situation  in Angola, tha t our abil
ity and willingness to help has not  been destroyed. And also, I  think it 
is incumbent upon us to try to help meet some of the security needs of 
the people most directly concerned—and I use the word security in a 
large sense, not just, in a military sense.

Senator Clark. So your testimony here today is really in condem
nation of past congressional actions. You are not p repared to  answer 
the pleas of these African governments with any——

Mr. Schaufele. We are formulating our positions now, and we ob
viously will be back in touch with the Congress on this particular 
matter.

PO SSIBILITY  OF U.S. TR OO r, ADVISER, MONETARY INV OL VE ME NT

Senator  Clark. So you certainly have not ru led out the possibility. 
Obviously, if we are going to overcome the  kind of description tha t 
I have just made of the Soviet and Cuban involvement—I assume you 
agree with Secretary Ellsworth who testified here earlier  tha t it is 
going to take a good deal more than  money to offset this present kind
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of involvement, with $100 million or something like tha t. It is going 
to take troops and advisers, is it not ?

Mr. S ciiaufele. Let ns put  it this way: I agree with the Secretary  
of State who said it is going to take more money than we asked for in 
December.

Senator Clark. So you say it might be done with money ?
Mr. Sciiaufele. I do not exclude that.
Senator Clark. You do not exclude that.
Mr. Sciiaufele. Because I know there is no way we are going to send 

troops to Angola.

OFFSE TTING  SOVIET-C UBAN INV OL VE ME NT  W IT H ADDITIONAL MO NE Y

Senator Clark. Do you think  it is entirely possible that the UN ITA  
forces and the FNLA. as presently constructed, could offset the Soviet- 
Cuban involvement with some additional money ?

Mr. Sciiaufele. I  have been struck, over the last  10 days or 2 weeks, 
by the ability of UNITA  to resist advances by better-armed, better- 
trained  soldiers, even with the  few resources at the ir command.

Senator  Clark. So you do not look upon the milita ry situation in 
Angola at the moment as being desperate in any case ?

Mr. Sciiaufele. I think  tha t they find themselves in a desperate 
situat ion because they do not know how to replenish whatever arms or 
ammunition they need. I would still note, however, that 50 percent of 
the country is occupied prim arily  by UNIT A and some FNLA forces.

secretary Kissinger's speech in san francisco

Senator Clark. I  did want to call your attention to one statement of 
the Secretary of State's speech, day before yesterday, I think, in San 
Francisco. I  will read it to you because the Secretary specifically asked, 
when he testified here, that this be deleted from his testimony because 
he no longer stood behind it. I will read it to you—and I see it got back 
into the San Francisco speech.

lie refers to the fact that Congress had been regularly  consulted on 
secret activit ies, and he says. ‘‘We sought, in these briefings, to de ter
mine the wishes of Congress, and there was little sign of active opposi
tion to our carefully  limited operations. '’

I remember specifically that  tha t was on the first page of his testi
mony before this committee a week ago yesterday, and he asked tha t 
it be deleted. I hope you point tha t out to the speechwriters in the 
State Department.

Let us go on to the questions. I  just wanted to talk first about some 
of your testimony.

STA TIST ICS CO NC ERNING  F NLA , MPL A TROOP SIZE

I must say, Mr. Mulcahy, tha t the figures tha t you give for the 
MPLA  army and the FNL A army are very different from those of 
Mr. Marcum. I  advise you to look at his testimony and make any com
ments on that  tha t you may.

He testified that  the FNL A was about 20,000 and the MPLA. in 
January, was around 3,000.1 would appreciate any stat istical  informa
tion that your records would show on that subject.
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Mr. Mulcahy. We will obtain that.
| The information referred  to follows:]

J an ua ry  1975 Streng th of L iberation  Arm ies 

(S up pl ied by D ep art m ent of  S ta te )

O ur  es tim at es  of  th e st re ng th  of  th e Ang olan  L ib er at io n Arm ies w er e com
p li cate d  by th e la ck  of  fir st -h an d in fo rm at io n an d th e  n a tu ra l tend en cy  of  mo ve
m en t le ad er s to  exag ger at e th e  siz e of  th e ir  fo rces . O ur  be st  es tim at es  p u t 
M PL A’s actu a l ar m ed  troo p st re ng th  be tw ee n 5,00 0-7 ,000 (e xc lu di ng  any of  
C hi pen da ’s fo rc es ).  FX LA  ha d.  we  believe , 5.000-0.000 t ra in ed  an d ar m ed  tro op s. 
UXIT A ha d,  a t mo st,  2,000  a t th e  sa m e tim e.  To th es e to ta ls  m ust  be  ad de d 
" ir re g u la rs ” or  o th er tro op s in  tr a in in g ; MPL A w as  re port ed  to  ha ve  ar m ed  
se ver al  th ou sa nd  u n tr a in ed  fol lowers in  L uanda’s sl um s and h ad  s ev er al  t housa nd 
m or e in  tr a in in g  in  An go la an d Congo  (B ),  w hi le  FX LA  ha d ab ou t 5.000 troo ps  
in  tr a in in g  i n Z ai re  a nd UNIT A w as  be ginn in g a ca m pa ig n to  m obili ze  th e ir  m as s 
of popula r su pp or t in to  a  l arg er m il it a ry  fo rce.

Senator Clark. Professor Marcum, I  thought, raised several rather 
good questions, and some of these are paraphrased from his testimony 
and added to from mine. But I would like to ask you two or three of 
these.

U.S. ACTIVE IXVOLVEMEXT I X  ESTA BLISH MEXT OF TRIPARTITE GOVERXMEXT

Did the American government advise the Soviets in March and 
April  that  it was prepared to guaran tee tha t the MPLA, led by Air. 
Xeto, and not simply the FXLA, would remain a part of the t ripart ite  
transi tional government?

I think  you need some background on this. The th rus t of Mr. Mar
cum's testimony is that in fact, the MPLA may have been reacting to 
an effort on the par t of Zaire, and to a lesser degree China, to es tab
lish the FXLA as the Government of Angola, and that  in tha t fear 
they may have simply been reacting to them.

Xow my question is. were we ever in contact with tlie Soviet Union 
that the ir sponsored faction was indeed, from our point of view, to 
be included in a tripart ite  government ?

Mr. Sciiaufele. I am not sure th at there was ever specific contact 
on this specific subject. I am not sure it was even necessary.

The United States supported the Alvor Accord; the United  States 
supported the subsequent African efforts in Mombasa and Xacaroa to 
reestablish t ha t accord. I  think  our position was always clear.

Senator  Clark. As you know, it  is one thin g to pronounce a posi
tion and it is another thin g to actively pursue it.

Is there any evidence that we actively pursued establishment of a 
tripa rti te government? What evidence is there tha t we were really 
pushing hard for a full coalition government in the first 3 months 
prio r to the Soviet build-up.

Were we really working with the OAT’ ? Were we really working 
with the African governments to get a true  coalition government as 
we have advocated so strongly in the last 2 or 3 months ?

Air. Sciiaufele. I understand your question, Air. Chairman.
You pose the dilemma which people who are sincerely and deeply 

interested in Africa  often pose to themselves. And tha t is, at what 
point does a great power get into an African process ?

We could say that  the African efforts were legitimate efforts and 
that they were being pursued, and we quietly told people th at we sup-
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ported it. But  for us to get involved in some kind of an active and 
pressuriz ing way, I do not th ink would have been productive.

Senator Clark. We certainly did very soon after.
Mr. Schaufele. Yes, as soon as the conflict became clearly interna

tional, yes.
Senator Clark. Would  we have put $300,000 in even p rior to tha t?
Mr. Schaufele. Well. T know that  you and some others make a 

grea t deal of the $300,000, bu t this type of assistance is the type of 
assistance tha t is generally known about in a clandestine way as a 
continuation of an existing s ituation , which I am sure our adversaries 
knew about. And I do not thin k that  one can draw from this con
clusion that  we were actively engaged in try ing  to effect, directly, 
the African efforts that were going on.

Senator Clark. When you say th at it was a continuation of earlier 
efforts, in fact  the earlie r efforts were at a level of about $10,000 a 
year, and this  was $300,000. Is th at  really jus t a continuation of the 
past ?

Admit tedly it is a small amount of money in absolute terms. Did 
you understand the question ?

Mr. Schaufele. I do not know what the earlie r figures were, but 
I  would point out two things here.

In  the first place, it is not money which, as you know, is handed 
out in a lump sum. Secondly, in view of our past help, we thought it 
was a logical sum to  give as the FNL A organized its political base 
now in an independent Angola as opposed to what it had organized 
in Zaire.

Senator Clark. I  th ink my poin t was tha t you were saying we fe lt 
very strongly as a superpower that  we ought  to leave these African 
affairs in the Alvor Agreement to the Africans. I  was still making 
the point t hat  even $300,000 is not leaving it to the Africans. It  means 
tha t we are try ing  quietly to have some effect on the outcome o f the 
African situat ion—I mean, to the degree tha t $300,000 can affect it, 
we were tryin g to affect it.

Air. Schaufele. Tha t is true, but we are talk ing two questions. 
Magnitude, which in this case was not very much, and secondly, a 
continuous situa tion of whatever  assistance we were giving was also 
at least matched by assistance to the other groups. So in effect, there  
was a balancing.

UXTTED STATES SILENCE REGARDING SOVIET INVOLVEMENT

Senator Clark. Xow, a very important question in mv judgment.
You have said that the Soviets went in and rearmed the MPLA  in 

October of 1974. You and the  Sec retary  have testified that the Soviets 
came in rather  heavily in March and Apri l of 1975, bu t there  was a 
continuous flow of Soviet equipment all throu gh the summer and  the  
fall, righ t down to the present time almost, from what you have said.

Why did the Secretary  of State,  who feels so strongly on this issue, 
and why does the State Department, who has made an enormous issue 
of the Soviet involvement there in  the period after—about November. 
I think late in November, whenever the Detroi t speech was—why did  
the Secretary  of State never, apparently , from all the testimony we
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have had, once make this clear to the Sovie t Union, either privately  or 
publicly throughout th at yearlong effort ?

It  was more than  a year of si lent Soviet involvement, and we made 
no issue of it at all with the Soviet Union. Why not at an early stage 
when we had some opp ortun ity diplomatically, either th rough  public 
or private pressure, to stop this escalation before the Cubans got in, 
before the South  Africans got in ?

Why in the world did we think  th at  we dare not raise this question 
with the Soviets? To me thi s seems the greatest unanswered question.

Mr. Schaufele. I think that when one looks and perceives thin gs 
from this point in history, it looks somewhat different perhaps tha n 
it did at the time. We have the perspective o f time now which we did  
not have then.

The Soviet Union reini tiated its arms assistance to the MPLA in 
November, which we observed and watched, and then the  Alvor Accord 
was signed—as far as we knew, by everybody—with the intention of 
observing the  Alvor Accords. We can probably understand the  desire 
of a ll three movements to t ry  to balance themselves militarily  because 
they saw a protracted  perioci of political  jockeying and maneuvering 
as they set out to do what had  been agreed to in the  Alvor Accords.

Therefore, we were not unduly concerned at tha t time.
Senator  Clark. What time are you speaking of now ?
Mr. S chaufele. January .
We had  seen the Soviet assistance, but there had  been an agreement 

which had been some time in coming, and so we were wi lling to, in 
effect, then watch the working out of what was agreed to in the A lvor 
Accords. It  was not until March o r April , in effect, tha t it  became quite 
clear tha t there was not going'to be, if  possible, an observance of the  
Alvor Accords, and th at is when the massive Soviet assistance came in.

I cannot speak from personal knowledge of that time, but I can 
imagine very well—having dealt with the Soviet Union and with 
others under the circumstances—that  the Soviets were already on the 
ground in force, not necessarily in numbers of people, but in influence, 
and th at the  Soviets do not respond to diplomatic pressure unless there 
is something behind it,  and I can only assume-----

Senator Clark. You mean something mili tarily behind it?
Mr. Schaufele. Mili tarily or economically or something of that  

nature . So, I  can only assume that the U.S. attitudes at th at point was 
finally decided in July  to help get  something on the ground in order to  
intia te some kind of a dialog with the Soviet Union on the subject.

Senator  Clark. I  think that is consistent with what we have been 
told, but it really does not, it seems to  me, answer the question very 
well. Can you give me the date of the Detroit  speech?

Mr. Schaufele. November 24.
Senator  Clark. November 24, for the first time the Secretary of 

State speaks out  to the Soviet Union and puts it on the line. I t talks 
about their aggression, th eir expansion, and all quite accurately, and 
yet he had known for a year of tha t involvement and a heavy buildup 
as you have testified as earlv as March and April, months ahead of  
tha t, and a steady buildup alt through the summer and all through the  
fall  of Soviet equipment, and, yet, we did not feel tha t we could even 
go to the Soviet Ambassador or the  Soviet Union and say, quit it , stop,.
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you are putting detente on the lin e; you are all the things we have said 
since. It  seems to me th at by October or November and the Detroit 
speech, it was almost too late. The escalation had gotten so f ar  out of 
line by this time. The Cubans were i n; the South Africans were in. 
There was at least $150 million in Soviet equipment. We, ourselves, are 
in and have escalated two or three times.

I just cannot accept the idea that there is no way you can t alk  to 
the Soviet Union except through countermili tary force.

It  seems to me that there are other areas of discussion, and, indeed, 
we never did counter the Soviet Union in milit ary force there before 
we started  talk ing very loudly. I t just leaves me cold to believe we 
could not have made any diplomat ic overtures to the Soviet Union, 
priva te or public—and I  am not going to ask you to comment on Nat 
Davis and his position. It  has been publicly stated tha t he wanted to 
go public on this issue as early as the summer, but I can tell you tha t 
this  subcommittee, I know, I  know th at Senator  Biden and I, and I 
think others, met with the Secretary of State and suggested th at action 
as early as Jul y, and the record will certainly show this, and Mr. 
Mulcahy was there, and we met with Mr. Sisco later  in the fall. lie  
suggested the same action, and we were told we just simply did not 
have the bargainin g chips—very much i t seems to me the same thing  
that  you are  saying—to ta lk with the Soviet Union.

We have talked very loudly since, and we do not have the barga ining  
’chips. I thin k if there has been one great mistake in the Angolan 
situa tion, it is the unwillingness to  raise the question with the Soviet 
Union soon enough to have made a difference in the joint  escalation. 
I t seems to me tha t it is all well and good to say that because on De
cember 19, the Senate voted to cut off $9 million, tha t that was a signal 
to  the Soviets t ha t we did not have the will to stay. It  seems to  me 
th at  there was a much greate r chance t hat,  as they continued to pour 
equipment in in March and April and May and June and Ju ly and 
August and September and October, without any reaction from the 
United States, not any reaction, it was an open invitation to continue 
escalation.

You look like you want to comment.
Mr. Sctiaufele. I would only say two things, Mr. Chairman. The 

first public warning to the Soviet Union was apparently  delivered by 
the  Secretary in September at the dinner  which he gave for the African 
representatives of  the United States.

On the other hand, following one of your other thoughts, when we 
did have the chips on the ground and opened our discussions with the 
Soviet  Union—tha t is a process which takes time, I know from my own 
experience—and we thou ght tha t there had been some progress.

Senator Clark. I misunderstood your point.
Air. Sciiaufele. We thought that there had been some possible 

progress.
Senator Clark. In  December ?
Mr. Schaufele. Yes.
Senator Clark. "Well, of course, I am talk ing about the period 

before the grea t escalation.
Mr. Sctiaufele. We realize that.
Senator Clark. Senator Percy, any time you are ready.
Senator Percy. Thank you.
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COMMENDATION OF SECRETARY SCHAUFELE

Secretary  Schaufele, I would first like to tell you I am extraordi 
narily  sorry not to have been here earlier in the hearing. I enjoyed my 
work w ith you so much at the United Nations. I  found it  a great pleas
ure to  work with you, and I am looking forward  to working with you 
as a member of the African subcommittee in your new capacity as 
Assistant Secretary  of State for  Africa.

I am delighted you a re in this job, and I just want to put on the 
record the fact tha t a number of African delegates at the United 
Nations, as well as ambassadors right  here in Washington, have to ld 
me how very pleased, indeed, they are tha t you are taking up this 
assignment.

I was up at  the Lockheed hearings which Senator Church and I  are 
conducting, so I could not get down earlier, but as I unders tand it 
Senator Clark has pursued, as carefully and thoughtfully  as need be 
done, the histo ry of the involvement by the Soviet Union, so I wdll try 
not to get into those areas. If  I  do dupl icate any questions, just say so. 
I w’ould rather read the record than  have you go through it  again.

It  is generally believed tha t you had a very successful trip  to Africa 
before the OAU summit, and tha t you represented America's concern 
about the MPLA very effectively.

AFRICAN SUPPORT FOR MPLA

Since the African nations are divided equally on the question of 
Angola at the summit, I wondered how strongly  held the positions 
were on both sides. Could you comment—not ment ioning the names of 
specific countries, if you feel tha t you cannot or should not—but could 
you comment as to whether the support for the MPLA wras firm among 
all the 22 countries which took a pro-MPLA  position ?

Mr. Schaufele. No, sir. I do not think it was firm.
Senator  P ercy. I asked you this because, as you and I know as 

former U.N. delegates, many times a nation  will cast a vote but not 
make any statement on the issue. I f you ask the delegates if  they feel 
strongly, they may say, no, we did not even like the resolution, but w e 
voted for it in the name of African solidar ity.

Were there countries that just sort of went along and did not have 
real conviction about what they were doing?

Mr. Schaufele. I f I could speak, perhaps, of several categories of 
countries tha t voted for the MPLA, tha t might, perhaps, clari fy the 
issue.

There were those countries, as you know, that recognized the MPLA 
immediately in Africa, and they have strong traditional or ideological 
ties wi th the MPLA. There was another group of countries that  came 
along somewhat later, in large part because of the South African in
tervention, but who, nevertheless, had a more open attitude toward 
eventual negotiated settlement among the three factions, and then 
there was the th ird  group which had moved over to recognition of the 
MPLA  very shortly before the summit, who, from all  indications, re 
sponded to pressures from their African  colleagues, and did not take a 
strong  stand at the summit, so far  as we know, and, although they 
could not obviously recant on th eir recognition, were much more open 
to  compromise than some of the others.
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So that  I thin k that there  was a group represented among those who 
recognized the MPLA  who would have been happy to find some 
compromise.

Senator Percy. Did you sense among the countries which did not 
favor  a pro-MPLA position, that they  were, in fact, opposed primarily 
to the Soviet and Cuban intervention ?

Mr. Schaufele. Yes; although they equally condemned the South 
African intervention. They felt that  by and large tha t it had been 
triggered by the increasing Soviet-Cuban intervention, and they  were 
concerned about the long-range implications of Soviet intervention 
because they have seen the Soviets try  it other times.

AFRICAN STATES’ IMPACT ON PRESENT, FUTURE ANGOLAN SITUATION

Senator  Percy. Can the Afri can states, themselves, in your judg 
ment, have any real impact on the  present or future situation  in An
gola ? I f so, what  can they do ?

Mr. Schaufele. I think  they can. You mean, under the present 
circumstances ?

Senator P ercy. Yes. We have the Commissioner of Foreign Affairs 
of Zaire in Washing ton now. I  am sure t ha t is a question th at he is 
pondering.

Mr. Schaufele. I  th ink if those countries who support  the MPLA, 
or at least some of those countries, can use th eir influence with the 
MPLA to point out th at the Soviet-Cuban presence is a serious detri 
ment to the future  relationships in th at p art  of the world, tha t they can 
exert influence on the M PLA to reduce or  eliminate its dependence on 
the Soviet Union and Cuba.

The un fortunate  thing is tha t one immediately delves into the prob
lem of do you make your compromise aft er a m ilitary victory or be
fore a mil itary  victory.

U.S . OBJECTIONS TO UNITA  HIR ING  OF MERCENARIES

Senator P ercy. It  is believed tha t American and other mercenaries 
are being hired by UNITA  to fight agains t the MPLA, executive 
branch witnesses have said that. U.S. money has reached UNITA. but 
UN ITA  decides how it  will be spent. Can we assume that the United 
States has no objection to UN ITA  hiring American and other 
mercenaries ?

Mr. Schaufele. We certainly have objection to their  hi ring  Ameri
cans because recru iting American mercenaries in the United States is 
illegal, and, as far as we know, there are not any.

Senator Percy. And, yet, we have advertisements in the  Washing
ton Post for mercenaries. I pointed these stories out to Secretary  Kis
singer when he testified. I  do not thin k he had seen th em : Such offers 
as $1,500 a month, and see the world.

Mr. Schaufele. The results of the investigation which I  have seen 
so far  do not indicate—there were earlie r reports, as you recall, about 
the recrui ting of mercenaries in California  and Florida. As far  as I 
know, these investigations have shown tha t, have not shown tha t there 
has been any such recruitment.

Now. the recruitment advertisements here in Washington I am not 
quite clear about, and we have not heard anything from the Depart
ment of Justice on this particu lar score.
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It  seems to be directed toward paramedical people, at least one ad
vertisement which I  saw, as opposed to mercenaries, to engage in com
bat , and I frankly do not know what tha t legal position is. I  see no 
signs that  anybody has ever gone, and I do no t know whether there 
has been any repo rt of the so-called paramedical personnel going to 
Angola.

STOPPING U.S.  MERCENARIES IN  CONTRAVENTION OF LAW

Senator Percy. Does the United States in any wav seek to stop 
Americans  from going to Angola if they know tha t they are going 
there, or believe tha t they are going there as mercenaries in contra
vention of law?

Mr. Schaufele. We would if we knew it.
Senator Percy. Do we take any steps to  t ry  to insure it in view of 

the newspaper stories and the media accounts of this, and the questions 
in these hearings on tha t subject ?

Mr. Schaufele. I can only assume tha t the Depar tment  of  Justice 
and the F BI is t aking  whatever steps are necessary to insure th at they 
do not.

STATE DEPARTMENT RESPONSIBILITY CONCERNING MERCENARIES

Senator P ercy. Does the State Department have any responsibility 
in this matter  ?

Mr. Schaufele. No, sir. The legal responsibi lity does not lie with 
the State Department, although when we hear about it, if only we 
hear about it, we inform the Depar tment  of Justice.

LAW CONCERNING U.S.  CITIZENS FIGHTING UNDER FOREIGN FLAGS

Senator P ercy. Could you reiterate, again, for the record what the 
provisions of law are in the Un ited States  rega rding  U.S. citizens and 
resident aliens who go abroad to fight under foreign flags?

Mr. Schaufele. I  am not sure tha t I can with any exactness. As I 
unders tand it, by and large the U.S. law prohib its the recruitment 
of U.S. residents and citizens for  military action, fo r military service 
in a foreign government. I  am not exactly clear on that , Senator, but 
I think th at a priori, it is assumed that recrui tment in th is part icular 
case, i f it were to take place, would be illegal.

Now, when I was dealing with the Congo, it was clear that the hir ing 
of mercenaries for a foreign government was illegal, and whether 
tha t should be broadened, or is broadened, u nder law to include any 
kind of service in a combatant status, I am not exactly clear.

CUBAN RESIDENTS OF UNITED STATES FIG HTING  IN  ANGOLA

Senator P ercy. Miami papers  have actually carried  reports  of the 
recru iting  of Cubans to be mercenaries in Angola. Are any Cuban 
residents of the United  States  fighting  in Angola?

2SIr. Schaufele. Not to my knowledge.
Senator  Percy. If any Cubans from Florida are fighting for UNITA 

or the FNL A in Angola, if it is determined t ha t they are—even in a 
private, unofficial capacity—they may be fighting Castro's Cubans. 
Thus, we may have kind of  a Bay  of Pig s shaping up in Angola. How 
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many Florida -based  Cubans do you estimate are in Ang ola alr ead y, 
or  en route, o r are prepar ing  to go? Has ther e ever  been any att em pt 
to estimate or  surveil tha t ?

Mr. SenA t keek. 1 am not awa re that ther e are  anv.
Mr. Mulcahy. Sen ator, on thi s one we referred th is ma tter to the  

FB I. and . as you know, it rat tle d aro und in the press  for  a few days . 
Shortly  af te r the story broke , I would say with in a week, one jo ur 
nalis t did a real delving ojie ratio n in the  Miami area , a nd found that 
there was absolut ely no mercenary rec ru iting  going on.  that the ini tial  
story was more of  a hoax.

STATE DEPARTMEN T OBJEC TIO NS TO REC RUITM ENT OP CUBANS

Senator  P ercy. Poes the State Depar tment  have object ion tlipn to 
the rec ruiting  of Cubans in th is country  for  combat in Ang ola?

Mr. S chaufele . Yes. si r.

CIA INVOLVEM ENT IN  RECRU ITIN G, TR AINING , SENDING C l BANS TO ANGOLA

Senator  P ercy. Po es  the CIA  have any  role in rec rui ting, tra in ing,  
or  send ing Cubans to  Angola  to your kno wledge ?

Mr. Schaufele. None, sir,  to my knowledge.
Senator  Percy. I want to tha nk  you very much, indeed. Mr. Secre

tar y. would it be jiossible for  you to  stay for a few more minutes?  
What is yo ur t ime schedule ?

Mr. S ciiaueele. I am g ivin g a lunch at 12:30.
Senator  P ercy. All rig ht,  I have a few questions that  Senator Clark  

left with  ine and I would like to put them to you in the few minutes  
tha t remain unt il you have to leave.

CO NT INUIN G W IT H O IT  SPECIFIC  CONGRESSIONAL AUTH ORIZATION

First  of all. fun ds for covert involvement in Angola: the Tunnev 
amendment blocked only the fun ds in the  Defense approp ria tio ns  bill 
from use for act ivit ies  in Angola. An* there oth er fun ds ava ilable for  
th is purpose ? If  so, does the adminis tra tion intend to use them to con
tinue  ope rat ions on Angola without sj>ecific congressional au tho riz a
tion  for  th at purpose?

Mr. Schaufele . I am not aware tha t there are any funds exi stin g 
for  th at  purpose. My own assumpt ion would lx* th at even if there were 
that , given the  opinion  of Congress, it would lx* very difficult for us 
to use them.

MA KIN G SOVIET-BACKED VICTORY EXP ENS IVE AS POSSIBLE

Senator  P ercy. Dr. Leon Goure testif ied that one alt ern ative  the  
Un ited Sta tes  had  in Ango la was to provide mi lita ry assis tance for  
continued resis tance in the south in orde r to make the  victory fo r the  
Soviet-backed fact ion as expensive  as possible. Is th is alt ern ative  be- 
being seriously  cons idered ?

Mr. Schaufele . I would put  it th is  way. Senator,  tha t the  only 
altern ative  we are  s eriou sly con siderin g now is coin ing back to  ask for 
overt  funds.
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OVERT V .S . AS SI ST ANCE  A FF ECT O N ZA IR E,  ZA MBIA

Senator  P ercy. Would not such a policy hurt Zaire and Zambia by 
perpetua ting  the conflict tha t has kep t the Banguela Railroad closed?

Air. Schaufele. The Banguela Railroad is going to be closed for a 
while anyway because so many bridges have been blown up. Certainly, 
Zaire and Zambia, if they were to support that kind of movement, 
would have to take into consideration that par ticu lar problem, and it 
all depends, I  suppose, in a sense, on whether the guerri lla operations 
might take place.

The only authentic guerrilla operation  which existed before the in
dependence of Angola was largely the  UNITA forces, which operated 
wholly within Angola, and T do not think ever operated tha t far  
north , to my knowledge, to the Banguelan Railroad. They did cross 
the Banguelan Railroad.

OVERT V .S . AS SI ST AN CE  AFF EC T O N M PLA  SO VI ET -C UB AN  DEP EN DEN CE

Senator P ercy. AVould it not perpetuate AIPLA dependence on the 
Soviet Union and Cuba for defense?

Mr. Schaufele. T did not get tha t.
Senator Percy. Related to the last question on policy, hurt ing  Zaire 

and Zambia bv perpetuating the conflict involving the railroad, would 
it not. perpetuate MPLA dependence on the Soviet Union and Cuba 
for their  defense ?

Mr. Schai feue. I think th at is a very real possibility and, perhaps, 
is indicative of the fact tha t the AIPLA. if it. were to establish a gov
ernment alone, would be constantly confronted with the poten tiality  
for insurgency from the other movements or any other movements 
which might subsequently be born.

V .S . POLI CY TOW ARD IJ BERA TIO N  M OVEM EN TS  IN  W A K E O F AN GO LA

Senator P ercy. The last question of Senator  Clark relates to south
ern Africa. The independence of Alozambique and Angola brings to 
an end only two of the liberation struggles  in southern Africa. The 
problems of Rhodesia, Namibia, and in South Africa  remain to be 
solved.

During the liberation strugg le in Angola and Alozambique, the 
I nited States pursued a policy of noncommunication with the  libera
tion movements, while provid ing economic and military assistance 
to Portugal.

The Sovet Union, Cuba, and China have often provided assistance 
to liberation movements, and will no doubt continue to do so.

AATiat will United States policy be toward the libe ration movements 
in southern Africa in the wake of Angola ?

Air. Schaufele. I will sav tha t it is not quite true tha t we have not 
had contact with liberation movements in the past. AVe have had con
tacts with them. AVe have had  contacts with them concerning Angola, 
Alozambique. and Rhodesia, and also Namibia, so that those contacts 
have existed in the past, and I expect them to go on in the future.

Obviously, our hope is tha t the peaceful solution to the problems 
of Rhodesia. Namibia can be pursued vigorously, and we would be
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willing  to play our part if tha t would be feasible in helping those 
negotiations  to proceed.

There are currently negotiations going on in Rhodesia. They are 
to be voted along with all the other members of the Security Council 
in favor of the resolution on Namibia last  week, which we hope will 
also get us a little farther  down th e road toward  self-determination 
there.

I do not anticipate tha t we will not have contact with liberation 
movements as we have in the past.

AVOIDING ANOTHER ANGOLA IN  RHODESIA, NAMIBIA

Senator  P ercy. The final part  of that  question from Senator Clark 
is how can we avoid another Angola  in Rhodesia and Namibia ?

Mr. Sciiaufele. Obviously, what we have always hoped for in the 
southern African issues, which has been a firm part of our  policy, is a 
peaceful solution to southern African problems.

How we can prevent the  idea of the  United States backing one fac
tion and the  Soviets backing another faction may not even present i t
self. I t has  presented itself only in Angola. I t did not present itself in 
Mozambique, where the Soviet, where cases where the  Soviet Union 
gives aid to a unified liberation movement, and tha t liberation move
ment then comes to power by its own means, wi th some outside assist
ance. That has not caused us any difficulty.

The problem has been only in Angola where there are opposing lib
eration  movements, and at the time, afte r independence was decided 
upon when, in effect, the Soviet Union provided assistance to one, to  
the detriment of others, is the only place i t has arisen, and I would 
hope, although I cannot write the futu re or even foresee exactly how 
things will develop in the  areas stil l under colonial rule, how they will 
develop, I  th ink tha t, in the  first place, if  there  is a unified liberation 
movement, that th is problem will not  arise. If  they spl it up into  differ
ent factions, then they could arise, but  certainly our policy would be 
directed toward, to the extent that we can influence the situation, would 
be directed toward avoiding tha t, as we had hoped in this case, afte r 
the movements did sign an agreement with the Portuguese Govern
ment.

Senator P ercy. In 1 minute remaining I would like to ask, on my 
own behalf, two questions.

CUBAN POLICY RESPECTING EXPORT OF REVOLUTION, AFRICAN NATIONALISM 
STRENGTH

What do you conclude, Mr. Secretary, is the Cuban policy now with 
respect to the export of revolution to other parts  of the  world? Is this 
a unique experience in Angola, or do you feel th at they are going to 
engage in this  ac tivity in other parts  of the world as a policy guided 
and directed, possibly, by  the Soviet Union and financed, possibly, 
bv them? Second, is it  your feeling tha t the spirit of nationalism is 
strong  enough in Angola and in other part s of Africa tha t, having 
thrown off the yoke of colonialism, they are n ot about to have it im
posed by anyone else, Soviet Union, or anyone else ?
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Mr. Schaufele. In response to  your first questions, I am not an 
expert on Cuba, but the presence of Cuba in several countries in the 
world outside the Western Hemisphere leads me to believe tha t the 
Cubans will continue to pursue a policy by which they will involve 
themselves in this kind of situation.

What the limitations and restraints  are will la rgely depend on the  
degree of support which the Soviet Union provides because the Cu
bans are not able to mount these operations in any size unless they 
have financial support, so I  think  th at we can expect to see a continu
ation of this  kind of policy, i f not in such large numbers, a t least very 
often in significant numbers.

I certain ly agree with you about the spir it of national ism which ani
mates African leaders. I n the case of Egypt, it is often cited—and I 
would refer you to the article  by Colin Latrum, who points out tha t 
the Soviet relations with Egyp t lasted long enough tha t it significantly 
affected the course of events in the Middle East and was, in part , pe r
haps responsible for the war in 1973 and, so, it is one thing  to say that  
an African government may throw off Soviet influence because of its 
own nationalism and national istic aspirat ions within 6 months or a 
year, and i t is another one to say th at  it will last 10 years, and I think  
this  is an important characteristic. And, as I pointed out in my state
ment, the fact  that  the Soviets could so easily mount an operation from 
Congo-Brazzaville, where they have had a relationship for 10 years, 
leads me to believe that  na tionalism does not  always come to the fore 
so quickly as one would hope.

Senator P ercy. Mr. Secretary and Mr. Deputy Assistant Secre
tary——

KUWA IT,  SAUDI ARABIAN ASSISTANCE TO UNITA

Mr. Schaufele. Could I add one thing, Senator?  I  was here when 
Senator Tunnev was testifying, and I would only like to address my
self to one point that he made—and I  do not remember his exact 
words—but I think tha t he said tha t there had been $50 million in 
assistance from Kuwait and Saudi Arabia  to UNITA .

Now, I  do not know where he gets tha t informat ion. He did write 
a letter, to which I replied tha t to our knowledge there was no such 
assistance to any faction in Angola, that the Saudi Arabian Govern
ment—I had never heard about the Kuwaitian  th ing  before—but the 
Saudi Arabian Government has specifically denied it, and I would 
like to reiterate here on the record that the TT.S. Government 
has no knowledge of any such part icipation by Kuwait and Saudi 
Arabia.

Senator  Percy. I think we migh t also give an opportuni ty to both 
those countries to reply to that  and put  i t on the record. Would you 
like us to advise your office that we have detained you a little  b it?

Mr. Schaufele. No. they already have.
Senator Percy. I  want to than k both of you very much indeed for 

being here. We value your testimony today.
Mr. Schaufele. Thank you, Senator.
Senator  Percy. The Chair  calls Rev. Ralph Dodge of Washington,

D.C.



202

Reverend Dodge. I  wanted you to summarize  your testimony, but it 
is quite brief, so proceed as you see fit.

STATEMENT OF BISHO P RALPH E. DODGE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Bishop Dodge. Thank you, Senator Percy.
I am not going to  read my testimony. It  is available for the record. 

I would like to, however, say a few words that I think are very im
portant.

Before I do that . T want to express my very sincere apprecia tion to 
this subcommittee for allowing me to come and express some of my 
concern and thoughts, a privilege tha t I have often sought and have 
not had previously.

Senator  P ercy. Bishop Dodge, for the record, could you identi fy 
your present and past affiliations, and the reason for your interest in 
this problem?

Bishop Dodge. I am Bishop Ralph Dodge. I  have been a missionary 
in Angola. I went out fust in 1936. and I have been related to the peo
ple and the church program in Angola for nearly 40 years now, and I 
think it is on that basis and long association with the people of Angola 
that T have, been given this privilege of coming here and test ifying 
before this committee.

Senator  P ercy. And you are  a Bishop of what church?
Bishop Dodge. United Methodist Church, now retired , but now en

gaged in the work of peace and self-development, a special assignment 
in the United Methodist Church.

Senator Percy. And your last official relationship with the church 
as it related to Angola was what ?

Bishop Dodge. I was a missionary in Angola from 1936 to 1950; then 
for 6 years T was on the  Africa desk of the board of missions re lated 
to all the Methodist work in Africa, and then in 1956 I  was elected a 
Bishop and had the assignment of Angola. Mozambique, and Rhodesia, 
and then after  I retired from that , I was in Zambia as Chaplain at 
the Mindalo Ecumenical Foundat ion, so I have had considerable ex
perience in this area with which we are dealing.

Going back again. T wanted to express my appreciation to the  Sen
ate and also to the House fo r having cut otf funds because I thin k it is 
a very admirable job in trying to deescalate the conflict in Angola, and 
I do want to express my appreciation for that.

AG OSTIX IIO  XET O BACK GROT XD

It  seems to me that we are facing a situation now in which there  is 
a government in Angola, the People’s Republic of Angola, and the 
President of that government is Agostinho Xeto. I  want to say jus t a 
word about. Agostinho Xeto because I thin k it might help in our  future 
dealings with Angola and especially with the People's Republic of 
A ngola.

I first met Agostinho Xeto nearly 40 years ago now. l ie  was a boy 
in grade  school at the time. ITis fa ther  was a  copastor with me in the  
Methodist  Church in Luanda. A very serious lad, very studious and 
very intelligent, he was one of the few boys tha t passed his grade each 
year. He was about 14 years of age when we first met him, so he would
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lx?, ap prox im ately 54 years  of age  now. AA’e were  de lig hted  whe n he 
com ple ted  his  gr ad e school an d wa s one o f the very few bla cks of  h is 
generat ion  t o ge t in to  the  Sa lvad or  Co rre io Liceu, the hi gh  school in 
Lu an da , an d inc rea sin gly  h e was v ery  c onsp icuous because of th e fac t 
th at  t he re  were so few blacks , in  th e Lic eu.  and  we were  high ly  hon
ored whe n he com ple ted  the Lic eu,  one of the  Very, very few black 
men t o comp lete  th e L iceu  a t that  time .

He  worked fo r a whil e, an d th en  we got  some scho lar sh ip  money, 
and he stu die d med icine in Por tu ga l, went fir st to th e Uni ve rs ity  of 
Coimbra , an d then  finish ed up  in Lisbo n, and came back to Ang ola .

AA’ha t I  wa nt to  say here is th at  his  educa tion was en tir ely in the  
AA’est. He was prac tic ing med icine in An gola at the  time  o f t he  rush  on 
the  ja il in Lu an da , Fe br ua ry  4. 1961, and  la te r when th er e was the 
ou tbr eak in the no rth ern pa rt  of  An gola.  Because of  his  nati onali sti c 
tenden cy,  he was i mp risoned by the  Po rtu guese, sent  to  P or tu ga l, was 
impri son ed fo r some time, an d th en  e scaped, came back to  A fri ca , and 
was made, at th at  time, p resid en t o f t he  A IPLA. M ar io  d'An de ad e had 
rel inq uished  th at  r esp onsib ilit y, an d Xeto h ad  tak en over.

M PL A PL EA  FO R U .S . ASS IS TA NC E

One o f the  fir st th ing s th at  he  d id —an d T want to  emphas ize  thi s— 
af te r he assu med  res ponsibi lity  fo r th e M PL A was  to  come to  the 
Un ite d Sta tes . He  was here  in AA’ash ington  in Ja nuar y  of  1962. I t  so 
happened th at  I was in New Yor k,  an d I accompan ied  him  to  AVash- 
ing ton  on the bus. I t was a co ld day, not  only was it cold, as fa r as the 
win ds blo wing in AA’ash ing ton were  concern ed, but also he 
rece ived a ra th er  co ld recept ion  as fa r as his  p lea fo r ass ista nce  in the 
lib era tion of the peop le of  An go la  were concerned, and, so fa r as I 
know,  he has  not been back  to the  Uni ted State s since  th en.

He  wen t to  the eas tern coun tries  la te r on and  has ha d the su pp or t 
from  t he  e ast ern  c oun trie s.

I  think  t ha t we need to know t hat  h e f irst  came to the U ni ted Sta tes .
Se na tor Clark. Do  you have any idea  who he met wi th here?
Bis hop  D odge. I  do not.  no. I acc om pan ied  h im to  AA’ashin gton . a nd 

I lef t the  next  day to  go hack  to Af ric a.  I do not kno w wi th whom he 
met, no. I do not.  I  wou ld say  he was in the  State s fo r ab ou t 10 days 
altogether.  li e  went to  some of  the ot he r citie s, In di an ap ol is  and 
De tro it, sup pos edly at  least, a ft e r he le ft  AA’ash ing ton .

ST REN GTH  OF  X E T o 's  FE E L IN G  OF  N A T IO N A LIS M

Se na tor  P ercy. Kn ow ing  h im as well as you do. do yo u bel ieve tha t 
the fee lin g of nationalism is go ing to  be such  th at  he wou ld wa nt to 
throw off the  yoke  of  an oth er  colonial ism  fro m an othe r co un try  such 
as the Soviet Un ion  and do ev eryt hing  he can to  maintain his  inde
pen dence?  How  would you th in k he wou ld han dle  th at  sti ll taking  
into acc oun t th at  he is be ing  bac ked  by the  su pp or t of  the  Soviet 
Un ion  and  opposed by us  ?

Bishop Dodge. AA’e were in Ang ola ve ry close to the peo ple  du rin g 
the  days  o f ris ing nat ion ali sm. Ov er  and  over again  peo ple  said  to  us, 
“we are  tir ed  of  being  sub jec ted  to  the  Portuguese  system.  AA’e have 
been colonized  now fo r over  400 yea rs. AA’e will tak e ou r chances of
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breaking any other group that  may help us get our freedom. M e will 
not be enslaved again,” and I think tha t tha t is the sp iri t of,  not  only 
Neto, but I think  tha t is the spir it of all the Afr ican national ists. 
They want to  be free, and  they  are not going to easily succumb to any 
other kind of control aft er they get thei r freedom, and I thin k that 
that  is very definitely the case of Neto.

I thin k he is a nationalist. I think tha t S enato r Tunney  th is morn
ing has testified to the fact  tha t he is not, and his government is not, 
anti-Western. They want  to be free, and it is my impression th at  they 
will cooperate with all of those who are willing to cooperate with 
them once their government is recognized.

The morning news brought the information, I understand—I did 
not hear it—that  two more countries have recognized the MPLA. I 
thin k tha t, without question, we are faced with the prob abil ity that 
we are going to  have to deal with them as the  Government of Angola 
in the future.

MPLA NATIONALISM VERSUS SENSE OF GRATITUDE, OBLIGATION

Senator Percy. Could you position the MPLA, taking into account 
two different countries and s ituations—Egypt , which did  finally throw 
the Soviets out, and Cuba, which is sti ll collaborating  with  them on 
a massive scale? Where would you place Angola unde r the MPLA 
in relation to those two situat ions? Nationalism versus the sense of 
gra titude and obligation, possibly, to a country tha t has helped them ?

Bishop Dodge. I think tha t, without  question, i t would lie less than 
expected i f they did not favor Russia in view o f the  f act  t ha t for the 
last 14 years Russia has helped them a grea t deal in achieving  their  
independence, but also i t is niv impression th at  they are broadminded 
enough, interested in the development of the ir own people, tha t they 
are not going to give any special consideration to any  one country.

In  other words, I thin k that they are going to follow the policy 
tha t much of Africa has followed in not being alined either to one 
group or the other group, but will be independent and will exercise 
their freedom and independence.

REPERCUSSIONS OF U.S. AID CUTOFF

Senator  P ercy. Would  you care to comment on what you think  the 
repercussions might be if  we do follow your advice—cut off all funds, 
assistance and intervention, directly and indirectly? Wi ll we be h urt  
in Angola in the future , and will we be hur t with other Afr ican coun
tries who seek our assistance and help, part icularly neighboring coun
tries, such as Zaire ?

Bishop Dodge. It  is my impression—of course, it  is only a matter 
of conjecture—that  the M PLA  will form as broadly a based govern
ment as possible. I thin k tha t the leaders are intel ligen t enough to 
know tha t they have to have a fair ly broadly based government.

This does not, necessarily, mean tha t they are going to bring the 
present leaders, Savimbi and Holden Roberto, into the government, 
but I thin k tha t they will try  to have a broadly based government in 
Angola.

My own feeling is that  the prolongation of the conflict by giving 
support to the resistance movement, the pocket of UN ITA  in the
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south-central and the corner o f FN LA in the n orth , will only prolong 
the crisis. It  will be more harm ful as far as Zambia is concerned, as 
Zaire is concerned. I  think that  the best thin g for the sp irit in Afr ica, 
the adjacent countries, would be a retu rn to normalcy as soon as 
possible.

Senator Percy. You have made a very strong statement in your 
prepared  statement, which, incidentally, without objection we will 
incorporate in the record in ful l at this  point.

[Bishop Dodge's prepared statement follo ws:]
Prepared Statement of Bishop Ralph E. Dodge

First  of all I want to express my sincere appreciat ion for the privilege of ap
pearing before this very importan t Senate Committee.

Secondly, I also want to express my gratitude to Members of th is Committee 
and to all Senators for your attempt  to de-escalate the fighting in  Angola by 
cutting off additional funds.

Thirdly,  I need not te ll you how difficult it  is to be objective about the current 
struggle in Angola especially for one who has been deeply involved in the tra in
ing of people in tha t country for nearly forty  years. Two of my four children 
were born in Angola, all four spoke Portuguese before they did English, two of 
them attended school with some of the current leaders in Angola. Thus if I 
seem less than  completely objective you will unde rstan d the reason.

Perhaps the one thing tha t I can add to the mate rial already  collected by th is 
Committee during the past few weeks wTould be a word about the training and 
characte r of one of the leaders in the curren t s truggle for the control of Angola, 
Dr. Agostinho Neto.

I first met Agostinho Neto in 1936 when he was a school boy still in the 
grades. His fath er was my associate as pasto r of the Methodist Church in 
Luanda. The Neto family lived less than a hundred  yards  from our home. I saw 
Agostinho Neto almost daily and was proud when he finished the Liceu (High 
School) one of the very few blacks of his generation in Angola to do so. Later  
I had a pa rt in recommending him for  a church scholarship to study medicine in 
Portugal. Dr. Agostinho Neto received all of his train ing in the West.

At the time of the March 1961 outbreak in Angola, Dr. Neto was practicing 
medicine in Luanda. He was arrested  by the Portuguese, imprisoned in Portugal, 
and escaped. Returning to Africa he was elected to head the MPLA. One of 
his first attempts to secure backing for his l iberation movement was to come to 
the United States. He spent some t ime in Washington in Janu ary of 1962 and 
in other cities of this country. So far  as I know he has not been to the United 
States  since. I t became quite evident tha t the United States was more in terested 
in maintain ing the status quo in Portuguese Africa than  in aiding in the self- 
determination of the people of the various Portuguese colonies. To get the sup
port he needed, Dr. Neto turned to the eastern socialistic countries. The point 
which I wish to emphasize is tha t Neto and many of his colleagues were educated 
in the west and first turned  to the west  for help.

A th ird  factor which I  think is significant is that , so f ar as I have been able 
to discover, Dr. Neto has not attacked the United States in any form although 
we have openly attacked him and his party. From my view point he and his 
party  have shown great res trai nt in thei r dealings with us in the face of pro
longed provocation.

It  has become increasingly evident tha t the MPLA has the backing of a large 
segment of the people of Angola. Had the MPLA not had considerable internal 
grass root support the FNLA with the backing of Zaire across the border and 
supplied with United States equipment, money, and men and UNITA backed by 
a powerful South African commitment, those othe r groups would easily have 
crushed the movement aided only by socialistic nations thousands of miles away. 
Contrary to many reports MPLA does have considerable support from the 
masses.

Although I have the highest regard  for Dr. Jonas Svimbi of UNITA and al
though I personally know Holden Roberto and many of his subordinates in the 
FNLA. it is my impression that  for the good of the people of Angola and for 
the good of our own futu re relationships with Africa  as a whole we should cease 
our overt or covert milita ry involvement in the Angolan struggle and let the
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m ajo ri ty  of  th e people in  th a t un fo rt una te  countr y  de cide  th e ir  ow n po li tica l 
fu tu re .

The  U.S. mi sse d th e opport unity  to  he lp  the pe op le of  Ang ola whe n he lp  was  
so ug ht  an d so re ly  needed. To pre te nd  to  be th e Cha m pi on  of  de moc ra cy  now 
whe n fo r ye ar s we su pp or te d a d ic ta to ri a l co lon ial  go ver nm en t is  vie wed  by al l 
wh o kn ow  re ce nt  A fr ic an  h is to ry  as a  fa rc e.  I t wo uld seem  to  me th a t th e  be st 
th in g  we  ca n do now  is  to  adm it  we  mad e a m is ta ke— in fa c t tw o succ es siv e 
m is ta ke s— and tr y  to  be hel pfu l and  co ns truc tive  in  th e  de ve lopm en t of  an  in 
dep en den t An gola.

M ak in g de cis ions  is no t ea sy . I w ish fo r th is  Su bc om m it tee on A fr ic an  Affai rs  
and fo r th e  Sen at e as  a who le  th e  wi sdom  of  a So lom on, th e  co mpa ss ion of  a 
S is te r Ter es a,  an d th e vis ion of  a Jo hn  Wesl ey  wh o co ns id er ed  th e who le  wor ld  
a s  hi s par is h .

u.s.  suitort of Portuguese colonial government

Senator P ercy. You say tha t for us to pretend  to be the champion 
of democracy when for years we have supported a dic tatorial colonial 
government is viewed by all who know recent history as a farce. You 
add th at it would be best now to admit that  we made a mistake and try 
to be helpful and constructive in the development of an independent 
Angola.

Could you expand on tha t first phrase, t ha t we supported a d icta
toria l colonial government? What timeframe are you refe rring  to? 
What kind of  support ? Were we actually involved in Angola, itself, or 
was it just  the relationship we had with Por tugal ? And did we actively 
intervene, o r did we just shut our eyes and not champion the cause of 
independence down there, as you might have wished?

Bishop Dodge. I think  it is generally thou ght tha t we gave moral 
support to the Portuguese. We wanted to have a stable situation in 
Africa, and we felt at the time that  probably the liberation groups 
could not accomplish independence and, therefore, we gave our moral 
support to Portugal .

We were interested, of course, in the Azores as a naval base. This 
gave Portugal considerable economic help, you see, in maintaining  their 
war in Angola. I th ink it was more of th is than anything else. As far 
as I know, there was not any actual part icipa tion in try ing  to suppress 
the liberation groups, but it was, I  think, general ly accepted that, at 
least morally, and economically, there were some gift s during that  
time to  strengthen the economy of Portugal .

Senator Percy. Can you document these points? Do you know or 
believe tha t military and economic assistance tha t we gave Portugal 
was directly involved in Angola in helping Por tugal to mainta in the 
colonial sta tus of Angola longer than would have been the case other
wise ?

Bishop Dodge. I have seen military hardware , as many people had. 
tha t had the imprint. “Made in the U.S .A.” I t was generally  assumed 
tha t this was what was termed “obsolete mater ial” and was sold, ac
quired by Portugal.

Senator P ercy. Do you know whether it was sold to Portugal  ?
Bishop Dodge. I do not know.
There was thought in Afri ca—let me say what the Africans spoke 

and they spoke very forcefully about this—that  it came through NATO 
supplies.

Again, there were others tha t said it was on the open market, and 
Portugal bought it.
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As  fa r as  the  wa r in Angola i s concern ed, it was n ot obso lete  mate ria l. 
I t was obso lete  as fa r as the soph ist ica ted  wa r was  concerned , bu t it 
was  only rec en tly  th at  th e war  in Angola has become soph ist ica ted , 
and, t he refore , it  was used.

Se na tor P ercy. Tha nk  you  very  mu ch.
Se na tor Clark. I  ju st have one fu rt her comm ent or  questi on,  S ena

to r Percy . I  am sure  th e rec ord  will show —and, un fo rtun ately,  I  c an 
no t provide  th e do lla r am ounts —th a t we were gi ving  m ili ta ry  ass ist 
ance t o Po rtug al  at  t ha t tim e, as a m ember  of NA TO , as w ere most of 
the others .

Obviously, acco rding  to th e la w, t hat could not have been used legally  
in An go la by the Po rtu gu ese Gover nm ent . It  is an open question, ap 
pa rent ly , as  to  wh eth er i t was.

Bis hop  Dodge. Bu t it cou ld have released othe r fund s so, in effect, 
it was assistance.

T Y PE  OF M IL IT A R Y  E Q U IP M E N T  IN  AN GO LA

Se na tor  P ercy. Bu t cou ld you  name th e type  o f equ ipm ent tha t you  
saw in  Angola  ?

Bishop D odge. It  was a sma ll gu n ma ter ial  th a t some of  the  indig
enou s g roup s had. I  am not  fa m il ia r with  a rms, an d so I  d o no t know  
the typ e.

Se na tor P ercy. I ga th er  th a t thes e seemed to  be guns  made in the  
IT iit ed  S ta tes a nd  th at  you he ard or  p resu me h ad  been purch ase d, say, 
th ro ug h su rp lus sales. Some o f them are  so ld at pr et ty  low figures.

Se na tor  C lark. And, of  course , we w ere tr ai nin g Por tugu ese Army  
officers thro ug ho ut  th at  period , a ga in,  as p ar t o f th e NA TO  opera tions,  
some o f wh om ende d up in P or tu ga l.

B IS H O P DODGE A CQ U A IN TA N C E W IT H  NETO , ROBERTO

Bis hop, you  hold an unusu al an d unique pos itio n as a witness in the  
com mit tee  because you hav e, a t lea st, know’ll Mr.  Xeto dir ec tly , and . 
al thou gh  I missed  the  first  part  of  y ou r sta tem ent, I ga th er  th at  you  
have met one  of  the othe r lib erati on  leaders , Mr.  Ro berto ?

Bis hop Dodge. Yes, I met Ho lden  Rober to abo ut 15 ye ars  ago here 
in the  Un ite d State s, an d I  h ave  m et him  several tim es af te r that .

Se na tor  Clark . Bu t you never m et Mr . Savim bi ?
Bishop  Dodge. X o, I  have  never met  J on as  Savimbi.  no. I  hav e t ried  

to sec him a t t imes when he was in Sw itz er land  st ud ying , b ut  ou r path s 
just did n ot cross.

IM PRESSIO N  CONCER NIN G NETO , ROBERTO SU PP ORT, A B IL IT Y  TO RU LE

Se na tor Clark. L et me ask  you  a very sub jec tive question. As you 
hav e known Mr.  Xeto and ta lked  wi th Mr . Roberto  a few  times and  
with  your  knowledge  of  An gola,  do you have  the impre ssio n tha t one or  
the  o ther  of  these  tw o gen tlem en wou ld be most cap able of  r ul in g t hat  
co un try  in ter ms of  th ei r publi c su pp or t, th ei r po pu la r supp or t, and 
th ei r own abili tie s?  W ha t judg men ts wou ld you hav e?

Bishop Dodge. Mv judg me nt,  ag ain , it might be questio ned  because 
I have not met Jo na s S avimbi.
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Senator Clark. I  am just speaking about Roberto, the man we sup
ported in the early stages.

Bishop D odge. Let me just say this. My impression is t ha t probably 
as far  as charismatic personality is concerned, t hat  Jonas Savimbi 
would have the edge on the other two. I  do not think Neto is the least 
charismat ic, nor do I th ink Holden Roberto is charismatic, although he 
has been referred to as the charismatic personality .

I t is my impression that , as far  as leadership is concerned, as far  
as organization  is concerned, that the MPLA has by fa r the superior 
organization. I think i t should be pointed out, too, and the statement 
has been made here a couple of times, th at the MPL A is a minor ity 
government in Angola.

I  am not so certain o f tha t. I realize tha t they did not occupy nea r
ly all of the country of Angola, but also I think it  should be pointed 
out t ha t many of the people who identified with  FNLA were refugees 
in the Congo. I know many of these people personally. They had to 
iden tify  with F NLA  to remain in the Congo, otherwise they could not 
have remained there ; therefore, they gave tacit support to the FXL A, 
and it is my impression tha t p ar t of the d isintegration of the FNLA 
forces in the  north was the fact th at these people were not emotionally 
ideologically supporters of  Holden Roberto and the FNLA. and. the re
fore, my feeling is tha t a large group of them, a t least, will welcome the 
takeover by MPLA in that northern part  of Angola.

Senator Ciark. You have spoken about the popu lar suppor t, and 
now this is a much more subjective question. Wha t about the ability of 
these two men in terms of jus t their  capability  as leaders ?

Bishop Dodge. You are  ref err ing  to Holden  Roberto and Agostinho 
Neto. In my opinion, there  is no question whatsoever but tha t Agos
tinho  Neto, as a person, is fa r more capable of holding a position of 
head of sta te than would be Holden Roberto. It  is mv impression that 
one of the  problems Holden Roberto has had almost from the very be
ginning is the fact th at he has been afraid of the  highly educated peo
ple;  the fact  th at Jonas Savimbi, at one time, was a part of his staff 
and lef t; the fact that  Daniel Chipenda  has vacillated.

It  has been difficult for people of train ing,  if you will, to identi fy 
with the FNLA. This does not mean tha t he does not have capable peo
ple in his party  and on his staff, because he does have some, but as far  as 
personalities  are concerned, my impression would be that  Agostinho 
Neto would be far  more capable of leading a nation than  would Holden 
Roberto ..

philosophical idealism of xeto

Senator Clark. In  your  knowledge of Mr. Neto, do you view him as 
a Communist ?

Bishop Dodge. I  do not view him as a Communist. T have never dis
cussed the question of philosophical idealism with him. I think tha t 
without question he is a Socialis t, and I thin k that  u nder the MPLA, 
there would be a socialistic form of government in Angola. I  think this  
is logical. .It has happened in other Angola countries.

Sena tor Clark. African countries.
Bishop Dodge. In  other African  countries. Thank you. Senator. I do 

not th ink,  personally, tha t he is a Marxist as f ar  as an atheist Marxist, 
as far  as his personal philosophy is concerned.
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Senator Clark. Let me say that I  asked him tha t question in Aug ust.
1 d id hot ask him if he was a Communist. I  asked liim i f he was a Marxis t, and he said he was not.

Bishop Dodge. I  say it  is my impression tha t he is not, Senator.
BISH OP  DODGE DIS AGREEMENT W IT H  OT HE R TESTIMON Y .

Senator Clark. I  wonder , you mentioned that it had been said here today t ha t the MPL A was a minority government and tha t you had some question about that. You have indicated a lready tha t you do not have much question th at the Portuguese  Government, which we supported morally or otherwise, was a minority government. Have  you heard anyth ing else in the testimony given today as you sat here and listened with which you find s trong disagreement tha t you would l ike to ta lk about ?
Bishop Dodge. I  agree largely with the  testimonies tha t were given2 days ago by George Houser and J ohn Marcum and Lar ry Hen der

son, with tha t one exception, tha t La rry  Henderson assumed that  UN ITA  was the major ity pa rty  and I  would question that.
I think UN ITA  does have a strong following in the central south 

ern pa rt of Angola, a very virile,  a very industria l people, and I  th ink  tha t there will be difficulty—if these people are not brought  into a government, but I am hoping that MPLA would realize that,  and it is my impression tha t they do have people from that section already identified with MPLA.
U. S.  PO LIC Y ALTERNATIVE S

Senator Clark. Lastly,  I  had recommended in my sta tement today  tha t the best and proper action for the Uni ted States  at this time in my subjective judgment is to make contact with the MPLA  and to 
try  to find some peaceful solution to th is in  which we could, hopeful ly, get some kind of unified government including Lumumba and the Congo and others, and that  we should star t with tha t assumption, rath er than  continuing to funnel  money into the guerrilla  groups which might require continued Soviet presence.

Do you tend to favor—I  suppose one m ight  call tha t—that  kind of accommodation to the reali ty of the situa tion  there, or do we have other alternatives open to us tha t would be better ?
Bishop Dodge. No; it  seems to me that  under the circumstances, tha t would be the  only realis tic approach. Again , I have mentioned earl ier tha t I am convinced tha t the M PLA  leadership is sufficiently intelligent, tha t they are going to bring  people from the Ouimbundu and also from the Kisliongo tribes into the  government, as well as from the smaller tribes in Angola, and, although I  do no t know, I  assume that they have tried  to build  a broadly based par ty, and that they do have people from these tribes already with in the ranks of the MPLA.

FU TU RE  HE AR INGS  ON U.S. PO LICY  TOWARD AFRICA

Senator Clark. Thank you very much. Your testimony has been 
very interes ting and very helpful . This concludes the hearings  on Angola, but it  is only the beginning of the hearings on Africa. We are  part icularly  looking forw ard to several more days of hearings 
throughout  the  year on other problems in southern Africa.
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It  is our firm conviction that  one of the reasons th at  we have had so 
much difficulty in Angola  is because we have not pursued an Afri can 
policy in an Afr ican context, and we hope tha t, at least in a small way, 
this subcommittee can center some additional concern and interest on 
the problems of Africa, as a whole.

We thank you. . , . , .
[Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned , subject to 

the call of the  Chair.]



APPENDIX

Responses  ok Congressman Young to Additional Quest ions Submitted by 
Senator Percy

Question /. What do you perceive to be our inte rest s in Africa, both from the 
standpoin t of our role in the world and our humanitarian interests  in these 
people, and also in our own self-in terest?

Answer. Well, the United States economic interests usually have tended to 
determine its political interests . But all of our policies up to the present have 
worked against any kind of involvement on a democratic basis with black Africa. 
This has not been a policy th at the State Department has sought to push.

I think tha t we have to work hard at  building a new and constructive policy 
towards Africa and in the case o f southern Africa we have to wage aggressive, 
negotiated diplomacy to allow for peaceful passage to majority rule there. 
Maybe the Angolan crisis will force us into  this posture .

We have got to stop using mili tary  responses (or the arming of our friends 
and clients in Africa) in a situation which really calls for political solutions. 
It  is up to the U.S. to encourage and help shape an important economic linkage 
with African countries rath er than get bogged down in long term conflicts. The 
Congress should be legislating measures which set up firm economic and com
mercial relations between Africa and the U.S. Africa has immense mineral and 
other wealth upon which we will increasingly depend.

The US, in its own self-interest, must realize where its economic future  lies 
and note t hat  Africa’s growth, to some extent, is highly dependent on its access 
to our markets as well as the purchase  of US technology.

We should look to the inte rest  of peaceful resolution in the changeover of 
power in southern Africa. This could be done in several ways. We should press 
for negotiated settlements of the independent of Namibia, of Zimbabwe (Rho
desia) and ultimately the emergency of an independent  majority-rule state in 
South Africa. Unless the US is willing to come down unequivocally on the side 
of black majority rule in southern Africa  we will end up on the same wrong side 
as in the case of Angola.

All of our interests  are so directly  geared towards a peaceful solution that  
I would say even Africa’s i nterests  are  geared the same way. Africa wants to 
deal primarily with the basic human needs of he r many peoples for  food, shelter, 
educational and health care. These are  humanitarian goals which we currently 
assist through very limited economic assis tance, a figure so low that  it is shame
ful to mention it. But if we agree to upgrade our economic and trade  relations 
with African nations then they can better move to deal with thei r development 
needs. Countries which deal from internal  strength  and progress make inde
pendent friends and allies.

Question 2. What do you perceive as the role and inte rests of Europe and our 
NATO allies today in Africa and part icula rly in Angola?

Answer. Except fo r England perhaps,  the role of Europe is limited in Africa 
except for trading ties between former colonies and the ir past  rulers. NATO 
may be a different m atter because of the dominance of  the U.S. in that  organi
zation. The NATO powers may have been called on to become involved in 
Angola as several newspapers have reported. I do know tha t because of the 
LOME agreement last  year  signed between many African states and the 
European Economic Community that  probably Europe sees Africa as an im
portant source of raw products and as an important market.

In the past 15 years it has not been Europe’s perception regarding Africa 
that ’s been important but Africa’s growing re-alignment of rela tions with Europe 
since independence. Brita in and other countries in Europe have tremendous 
financial investment at stake throughout Africa and they want to protect it.
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On the one hand they must worry about the ir tra di tio na l ties with the whi te 
mino rity regimes in sou thern Afr ica and wh at th at  stands  for in the eyes of 
black Africa.

Europe dur ing thi s time pret ty  much followed our  lead and our policy usual ly 
defended what we though t to be our economic interest s in South Africa and  
Rhodesia. Because Portuga l also  controlled the  Azores, we sought to give a 
great  dea l of leeway to Po rtu ga l to do wha tever she wan ted to do because we 
though t th at  Por tugal was  pa rt  of the mechanism th at  made NATO a unit ed 
fro nt in Europe. Therefore our view of our stra teg ic and economic inte res ts 
allowed us for  year s to give arm s to Portuga l which  we knew were being used 
to kill and  tor tur e h er colonial people, all  in the  nam e of the  NATO a lliance.

I don’t know whether  or not NATO has any  rea l intere sts  in Angola or the  
rest of Afric a except  at  the direction of U.S. int ere sts  and maybe that  needs 
to be exam ined by the  Congress. There has been some talk abou t NATO’s alleged 
connect ion with  South Afr ican  defense forces on the  question of protection  of 
the  Cape sea lanes and  the  Ind ian  Ocean, but  I rea lly  don’t know th at  this 
is the  case.

Question 3. Wha t are  the  rea l inte rests as you perceive them of the  Soviet 
Union?

Answer. I think  that  Russia n inte rest s in sou thern Africa are  tremendous. 
I don’t minimize  the Soviet involvement as a concern at  all. Wha t is a t stak e 
is a potent ial belt in the  m ost mineral  rich pa rt  of Afr ica where Soviet influence 
migh t prevail.

I give credence to the poss ibil ities of a Soviet enclave in the middle pa rt  of 
Afric a for  two reasons. The  Soviet Union hopes to spre ad revolutionary ferment 
thro ughout  the region. More moderate  leaders  such as President Kau nda of 
Zamb ia would become the  ta rg et  of left ist coups. Leadership that  could live 
with the  Russian influence like  Neto of Angola would emerge, even though it  
would tak e the form of Afri can  socia lism and  strictly  local power.

Of course  once Afric ans have used Soviet assistance, usua lly arms, to accom
plish  their  purpose, in the pa st  they  have always been asked to leave and I do 
not thin k th at  this pa tte rn will change. Mozambique is probably  as left  a  revolu
tionary operation  in its  fighting as  we have seen and was highly dependent on 
the  Soviet Union, but when the  Russians asked  to build a naval base there, 
Mozambique said no.

Another  thing th at  may serve Soviet interests in southern  Africa is th at  it  
could become a way of their  not  being dependent on the U.S. for  grain.  Rus sia 
is going to be dependent on the  United States and detente is dependent on the  
Soviet reliance on us for  food. They have kept  reasonably  peaceful because of 
th at  reliance . But  if Rus sia could develop the  agr icu ltural  potential  of th at  
region whereby they could grow three or four  crops a yea r in tha t middle Angola- 
Zambian-Namibian-Rhodesian  belt, then Russ ia could se t up its  own agr icu ltur al 
sate llite . I t  could reduce its  reliance  on U.S. gra ins  and  cereals  immensely and 
also acqu ire new politica l alliances.

Question Jf . How strong is the  sp iri t of nationa lism  in Angola? Is it likely to 
prevai l?

Answer. I believe tha t the re is a stro ng spi rit of n atio nal ism at  work in Angola 
today.  Although the three libe ration movements hav e some tribal basis which 
prevented  a reali stic un ita ry  na tional ist movement such as Mozambique’s 
ERELIMO from emerging, the re can be litt le doubt of thei r tota l commitment 
to el iminate Portu gal’s rule  from Angolan soil.

Even if MPLA emerges as the  legi timate governing pa rty  of Angola, and this 
app ears highly likely, I can see no thin g which will change the  fac t t ha t Angolans 
of whatever  political persuasion  are  deeply committed to thei r country . We have 
to hav e confidence in Angola’s percept ion of itself,  along with  the  other member 
sta tes  of  th e Organiza tion of African Unity, tha t A frican n ational ism will prevail. 
In my experience. A frica’s economic interests are  so p erva sive  and overwhelming 
th at  ideology te nds to decline once th e m ilita ry situ ation  stabilizes . Angola should 
follow the same path.
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